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ABSTRACT
“MY PARENT’S MADE ME DO IT!”
PARENTAL INFLUENCES ON SELF-HANDICAPPING:
ATHLETES’ PERCEPTIONS AND GOAL ORIENTATION
by
Kristina L. Moore 
University of New Hampshire, December, 2006
As socializers, parents provide and interpret experiences which ultimately 
influence achievement beliefs and behaviors in their children. Eccles’ Expectancy-Value 
model (Eccles & Harold, 1991), the model of parental influences on motivation and 
achievement (Eccles et. al., 1998) and Achievement Goal Theory (Nicholls, 1989) 
provide the theoretical framework for this study. The investigation explored the 
relationships between athlete goal orientations, perceptions of parental self- 
handicapping, perceptions of parental goal orientations and athlete tendency to employ 
self-handicapping. Adolescent soccer athletes (N=134) completed the 14-item Self- 
Handicapping Scale (SHS) and the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire 
(TEOSQ), as well as adapted versions of these instruments to assess perceptions of 
their parents. Results of canonical correlations and hierarchical regression analyses 
indicate that athletes are more likely to self-handicap if they have low task orientations 
and perceive their parents as self-handicappers. Also, athletes’ goal orientations and 
use of self-handicapping emulated those of their parents.
xi
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A basketball player “doesn’t have time” to increase free-throw practice during the 
week before a conference championship. A figure skater makes excuses for a 
performance that hasn’t yet occurred. A tennis player is in a bad mood before every 
match. A student-athlete gets drunk the night before a major competition. Sport 
psychologists have wondered why athletes engage in such self-handicapping behavior 
prior to important, evaluative events or performances. There are many variables that 
impact such achievement-related behaviors and it is important to explore these variables 
and their complex relationships. In what way are these potentially debilitative behaviors 
the result of socialization? Specifically, how do parents influence the development of 
such behaviors? Do other influences on beliefs about success, such as goal 
orientations, mediate these relationships? Insight regarding self-handicapping behavior 
and the adolescent athlete experience will benefit parents, coaches, athletes, and sport 
psychologists.
Adolescents spend a great deal of energy in the process of self-discovery. As a 
teenager becomes socialized, he/she attempts to categorize and appropriately interpret 
information in order to determine an identity (Fox, 2002). Inherent in this process is the 
role of perceptions: both of one’s self and of those with whom one interacts. These two 
areas, the private self and public self, have important implications for behavior. First, 
young people are concerned with issues of self-acceptance and perceptions of 
competence that may lead them to behave in ways to protect their self-esteem (Fox, 
2002). Secondly, adolescents may be so concerned with being accepted as a member
1
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of particular societal groups that they attempt to control others’ evaluations or 
perceptions of them. In social and personality psychology this process is known as 
impression management or self-presentation. Since the late 1970’s, researchers have 
examined various strategies for protecting one’s self-esteem or self­
presentation/impression management. One of these strategies is self-handicapping, 
which involves using certain behaviors or choosing certain settings to set oneself up to 
“externalize (excuse) failure and internalize (reasonably accept credit for) success” 
(Berglas & Jones, 1978, p. 406). As the aforementioned examples depict, self- 
handicapping can be manifested in many ways.
In response to Jones’ and Berglas’ claim that self-handicappers are “legion in 
sport” (1978, p. 201), sport psychologists have studied the self-handicapping 
phenomenon in various sport and exercise settings. Research on the variables of 
athletes’ self-handicapping provides insight for coach education, psychological skills 
training, performance enhancement, youth development and grassroots sport 
participation. While sport psychology research has explored many variables of self- 
handicapping the field has yet to examine the influence of parents on self-handicapping 
behaviors in youth. Specifically, it would be useful for sport psychologists (as well as 
parents, athletes, and coaches) to better understand the relationships between parent 
and child goal orientation and use of self-handicapping.
Parental Influences on Athletes
The role of parents in an adolescent athletes’ experience is often illustrated by 
driving miles to and from practices and tournaments, buying equipment and uniforms, 
cheering from the sidelines, consoling after a loss and celebrating after a victory.
Parents are physically, emotionally and financially invested in their children’s sport 
experiences (Collins & Barber, 2005). Through various opportunities for feedback,
2
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parents can have either a positive or negative effect on a young athlete (Fredericks & 
Eccles, 2004). Sport psychologists are interested in better understanding the parent as 
an agent for certain beliefs and behaviors. “Youth sport researchers need to make a 
more concerted effort to examine parental influences upon children’s sport behavior,” 
(Brustad, 1992, p. 72). While recent research has heeded Brustad’s advice, a void still 
exists in understanding the role of parents in sport.
Although research on parents in the sport context has increased in recent years, 
there are still many questions to be answered (Fredericks & Eccles, 2004). Parents 
provide experience, feedback, and expectations for young athletes and therefore should 
be investigated with a socialization perspective. In other words, we must examine the 
role of parents as socializers: role models, providers of experience and interpreters of 
success (Brustad, 1992; Eccles, 1993; Eccles, Wigfield & Schiefele, 1998; Fredericks & 
Eccles, 2004). In their 2004 literature review, Fredericks & Eccles present many ways in 
which parents influence a child’s athletic participation. For example, those parents that 
provide a model of athletic participation are more likely to have children who participate 
in sport, especially in girls. Secondly, the authors report that parental beliefs are 
positively related to a child’s beliefs. More so, it is the child’s perception of parent beliefs 
that are more strongly related to a child’s beliefs than parent-reported beliefs. The 
chapter also highlights needs for future research, one of which is more research on how 
specific [parental] behaviors influence children’s participation. This paper aims to explore 
specific parental beliefs and behaviors and their effects on children’s achievement 
behaviors. The multidimensional models presented by Eccles and colleagues (Eccles et 
al., 1998; Eccles & Harold, 1991; Parsons, Adler, & Kaczala, 1982) provide a suitable 
framework for understanding this relationship. Eccles’ Expectancy-Value model and 
model of parental influences provide insight into children’s motivation and achievement, 
achievement goal theory, as well as a perspective of parents as socializers and
3
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interpreters of achievement. In the end, the models provide an appropriate approach to 
investigating parental influences on self-handicapping behaviors.
Eccles’ Expectancv-Value Model
Knowing that parents impact the choices adolescents make begs the question, 
“In what way?” Brustad (1992) suggests using a multi-dimensional approach to the 
analysis of parental influences on an athlete’s socialization, development of motivational 
orientations, and achievement behaviors. Eccles’ general model of achievement and 
activity choice (Eccles & Harold, 1991, see Figure 1) provides a complex explanation for 
the variation in achievement-related choices in adolescents and ultimately focuses on 
the role of the socializer. The model has been widely accepted and applied to academic 
settings (Eccles (Parsons), 1984; Eccles, Adler, & Meece, 1984) and sport (Fredericks & 
Eccles, 2004; Weiss & Ferrer-Caja, 2002).
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Figure 1. General model of individual differences in motivation and achievement choices 
(Eccles & Harold, 1991, Frederick & Eccles, 2004, highlights indicate present foci)
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Parental Beliefs and Behaviors. People often say, “The apple doesn’t fall too far 
from the tree,” in regards to children who hold similar beliefs or behaviors as their 
parents. Eccles’ model explains this in some ways by showcasing the parent as the 
socializer, or the instigator of particular beliefs and behaviors. In this first part of the 
socialization process, parents hold certain beliefs and behave in certain ways that are 
visible, or otherwise observable to the child. For example, a parent may hold beliefs 
about success that are ego oriented (success is defined by social comparison) or task 
oriented (success is defined by self-improvement and task mastery) and convey these 
beliefs through various means (Brustad, 1992). At the same time, parents may engage 
in certain observable behavioral or claimed self-handicapping behaviors. There is always 
the consideration that a parent’s behaviors may not match what they claim to believe. 
Take for instance, the parent at a soccer game who cheers enthusiastically when his/her 
daughter scores the game-winning goal and says, “You’re the best kid on the team!”
This may be the same parent who would report that doing your best is more important 
than being the best.
Do parents generally hold certain goal orientations? Giwin (2001) researched 
the convergence in goal orientations of athlete, parent and coach. Results indicated that, 
overall, parents self-reported higher task orientation than ego orientation. Other research 
has supported these findings (Roberts, Treasure, & Hall, 1994; Bergin & Habusta, 2004). 
Overall, at this point in the model, the parent merely sets the stage for socialization to 
occur through their own particular beliefs and behaviors. However, their actual beliefs 
and behaviors may not be as influential as what their child perceives as their beliefs and 
behaviors.
Athlete Perceptions of Parental Beliefs and Behaviors and Interpretations of 
Experience. The literature on parental influences in sport has only recently explored 
athlete’s perceptions of their parent’s influence. It is in this portion of the equation that
5
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we need to measure parental influence on an athlete. Rather than actual beliefs and 
behaviors of the parent, how a child perceives parental values and behavior is most 
important. Givvin (2001) examined the goal orientations of adolescent swimmers, their 
parents, and their coaches. The study indicates that the athletes’ goal orientations were 
highly correlated with their perceptions of their parents’ and coaches’ goal orientations, 
but not with the adults’ self-reported goal orientations. These findings reinforced those of 
Eccles (Parsons), Adler, Futterman, Goff, Kaczala, Meece & Midgley (1983), Duda and 
Horn (1993) and were replicated by Collins and Barber (2005). Eccles’ model (Eccles 
(Parsons), et al., 1983, Eccles and Harold, 1991) contends that a child’s perception of 
his/her socializer’s beliefs affects the child’s goals, expectations of success, and 
ultimately, his/her achievement-related choices and performance. Therefore, in addition 
to the components of task value, a child’s perception of his/her parent’s goal orientations 
can directly affect the child’s own goal orientations. In the same way, self-handicapping 
behaviors are very visible to others. As with any behavior, those that clearly interfere 
with achievement but provide an excuse for failure can be learned through observation, 
just as use of claims or excuses prior to important events can be learned through 
overhearing conversations, or watching a parent prepare for a stressful situation. Finally, 
an athlete interprets his/her own experiences in light of these influences from the 
parents. That interpretation can be affected directly or indirectly by the athlete’s 
perceptions of his/her parent’s beliefs and behaviors.
Athlete Goals and Self-Perceptions. Achievement Goal Theory has been a 
popular area of research in social psychology and related fields. Many approaches to 
achievement goals have been developed over the years, however, Nicholls’ (1989) 
remains one of the most relevant. This approach proposes two dimensions of beliefs 
about success. The first is a task orientation where success is measured by self- 
improvement, achievement of personal goals, working hard, and collaborating.
6
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Simultaneously, there is an ego orientation where success is measured by 
outperforming others (Duda, 1987; Nicholls, 1984, 1989; Weiss & Ferrer-Caja, 2002).
Not only has goal orientation been researched extensively within sport psychology (See 
Weiss Ferrer-Caja, 2002), but several investigations have examined athlete’s goal 
orientations in relation to parental influences and/or self-handicapping (Bergin &
Habusta, 2004; Giwin, 2001; Martin, Marsh, Williamson & Debus, 2003; Roberts et al., 
1994; Ryska, Yin & Boyd, 1999; White, 1996; White, Kavussanu, Tank, & Wingate,
2004). Further, Brustad (1992) suggested that parents affect the development of 
mastery (task) or outcome (ego) orientations toward motivation in many ways, such as 
through reward systems, communicating attitudes and reinforcing particular behaviors.
In other words, an athlete’s goal orientation can be shaped by his/her parents. 
Subsequently, parents impact their adolescent athletes’ beliefs and behaviors about 
success.
Athlete Expectation of Success and Subjective Task Value. Eccles’ model 
suggests that the two major contributors to an individual’s achievement-related choices 
are expectations of success and subjective task value. The consideration of task value 
is quite appropriate to the sport context. The sport environment is one of competition and 
evaluation; therefore, the value of a game, practice, or activity impacts not only an 
athlete’s experience, but also performance-related decisions. Eccles and colleagues 
(Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & Harold, 1991) list four contributing factors to task value: 
Utility Value, Perceived Cost, Incentive and Attainment Values. Utility Value and 
Perceived Cost together indicate how likely the task, performance, or activity will 
contribute to reaching long-term goals. Therefore, task value can be directly influenced 
by one’s goal orientations. Incentives, or immediate rewards such as feeling healthy, 
being paid, or receiving recognition, also influence task value. Finally, Attainment Value, 
or the fulfillment of personal needs and values connects activity choice to self-schema.
7
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All in all, young athletes who perceive they have the ability to succeed, whose motivation 
for sport is intrinsically driven, who believe that sport involvement is important, and who 
perceive low costs will be more likely to participate (Eccles & Harold, 1991; Fredericks & 
Eccles, 2004).
Task value and expectations for success have strong implications for self- 
handicapping, as well. If an athlete expects to perform well and the task is of great 
importance, he/she may be less likely to engage in self-handicapping behavior because 
of the potential for truly hindering performance. On the other hand, if an athlete expects 
to not perform well and the task holds high importance, he/she may be more likely to 
self-handicap the performance as there is a lot at stake. Furthermore, if the athlete 
expects to perform well and doesn’t perceive a high task value, there would be no 
reason to self-handicap unless there are other intervening variables such as peers or 
coaches. Lastly, the most intimidating of circumstances, an athlete might expect not to 
perform well and believe the task is very important. In this case, the pressure is high and 
the athlete is more likely to feel the need to protect his/her image (self-presentation) or 
self-esteem (self-protection). Finally, parents may have a major impact on the subjective 
task value of a game, match, or performance through overt excitement, discussion, or 
preparation for an event. Perhaps a game may be less important to a child than a 
parent, but through observing the parent’s sense of Incentive, low Cost, and high Utility 
and Attainment Value, the athlete adopts a high task value, as well. It is in these 
complex scenarios that achievement choices like the propensity to self-handicap might 
originate. Eccles’ model clearly explains the possible scenarios that might impact an 
athlete’s achievement behaviors via task value and expectations of success.
Athlete Achievement-Related Choices. The term achievement-related choices, 
refers to decisions regarding participation, persistence, and/or performance (Weiss & 
Ferrer-Caja, 2002) An athlete’s perceptions of a parent’s beliefs or behaviors impact
8
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his/her goals creating a particular expectation of success. Finally, in combination with a 
certain value of the task at hand, the process produces particular athlete choices 
regarding achievement and participation. It is possible that certain perceptions lead to 
certain goals, which then lead to certain maladaptive achievement behaviors, such as 
self-handicapping. Examples of such choices may include level of task difficulty or 
amount of effort put forth (Weiss and Ferrer-Caja, 2002). For example, Brustad (1992) 
unintentionally provides an example of self-handicapping in an outcome-oriented athlete 
who believes he/she has low ability. He suggests that the athlete will show little effort on 
a task because “failure, when accompanied by great effort and persistence, further 
accentuates the appearance of low ability,” (p. 68). Choosing a task that is too easy or 
choosing to exert minimal effort are classic examples of self-handicapping. In this case, 
self-handicapping serves as a self-presentation and self-protective strategy. Clearly, 
Eccles’ model provides a framework for studying self-handicapping as an achievement- 
related choice brought on by expectations of success and task value. The athlete 
expects a certain amount of success or perceives a certain importance to the task 
because of particular parental influences such as modeling and reinforcing self- 
handicapping behaviors and/or exhibiting certain goal orientations or beliefs about 
success.
Eccles’ Model of Parental Influences
While Eccles’ original model represented any socializer (parent, teacher, coach, 
etc.) Eccles and her colleagues (1998, See Figure 2) later developed a related model of 
parental influences on children’s motivation and achievement. This model provides 
further background from which to study adolescent athletes’ achievement-related 
behaviors, such as self-handicapping. A parent’s general and child-specific beliefs 
contribute to the parents’ role modeling and reinforcement of certain behaviors and 
beliefs, which subsequently impact the child’s beliefs, values, goals, and performance.
9
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Incorporating the variables of the current study, the model supports the notion that 
particular goal orientations according to the model (See H in Figure 2) and self- 
handicapping (H) are affected by parental modeling (F) of such behavior and 
expressions of certain goal orientations (G). This process of socialization evident in 
Eccles’ model is a means for understanding how and why athletes hold particular beliefs




























































Figure 2. Model of parental influences on their children’s motivation and achievement 
(Eccles et al., 1998). (Highlights indicate present foci.)
While the influence of peers increases during adolescence (Horn & Hasbrook, 
1986), of all significant others parents have been identified as the most influential on 
children (White, 1996). This is an important consideration in the study of parental 
influences on goal orientations and self-handicapping in adolescent athletes. Similar to
10
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the effect of teacher’s actions, beliefs, and demonstrations of those beliefs on the 
motivation of students (White, 1996; Yamauchi & Miki, 2000), a parent’s demonstration 
of beliefs and goal orientations impacts those of a young athlete (Bergin & Habusta, 
2004). Bergin and Habusta investigated goal orientation in male youth ice hockey 
players and their parents. Their results supported Eccles’ view of parents as socializers. 
For one, parents perceived their son to have similar goal orientations and sons 
perceived their parents to have similar goal orientations. Secondly, sons’ ego 
orientations were significantly correlated with parents’ ego orientations. On a different 
note, the boys’ task orientations were not significantly correlated with parents’ task 
orientations. The authors suggest that ego orientations may be more obvious and easily 
communicated than task orientation.
Overall, as shown in Eccles’ models, parents’ beliefs and behaviors can influence 
athlete perceptions of goal orientations, which can have a very salient consequence on 
his/her beliefs and behaviors. The combination of factors within the model is unique to 
each individual; however, the model clearly identifies the parent as a socializer and 
impact on young athletes.
Self-handicapping
In light of the current framework, self-handicapping can be defined as a particular 
achievement-related behavior that directly affects performance. The behaviors listed in 
the introduction are a few examples of how self-handicapping might be manifested in the 
sport context. There is an inherent threat to optimal performance and over time to 
satisfaction and motivation. Despite these concerns some athletes continue to engage in 
self-handicapping (Bailis, 2001). If sport professionals want to improve the sport 
experience for young athletes, we must start at the beginning. As seen in the 
aforementioned theoretical framework, the beginning lies with the socializers, in
11
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particular the parents. Previous research on self-handicapping provides further context 
for better understanding the implications of parental influences on adolescent athletes’ 
achievement-related beliefs and behaviors. Since the inaugural investigation by Jones 
and Berglas (1978) who coined the term “self-handicapping,” social psychologists in 
applied fields such as education and sport have investigated the motives, outcomes, and 
modifiers of self-handicapping.
Motives of Self-handicapping
Some examinations of self-handicapping have focused on the motives for this 
potentially threatening behavior. In their literature review on self-presentation, 
Prapavessis, Grove, and Eklund (2004) indicate that earlier research presented self- 
handicapping as a means to maintain self-perceptions of competence and control, while 
more recent research has found that the same strategies can be used to “protect and/or 
enhance one’s public image, (p. 21)” In result, two purposes to self-handicapping have 
emerged: one as a self-esteem protection strategy and one as a self-presentational or 
impression management strategy (Leary, 1992).
Self-handicapping as Protection of Self-esteem. Jones and Berglas first 
presented the idea of “self-handicapping strategies” (1978, p. 201) and then reported 
two experiments (Berglas & Jones, 1978) supporting the self-protective or self­
enhancement motives of self-handicapping. That is, they suggested that the purpose of 
self-handicapping was to protect one’s sense of self-competence “by finding or creating 
impediments that make good performance less likely, the strategist nicely protects his 
sense of self-competence. If the person does poorly, the source of the failure is 
externalized in the impediment” (Jones & Berglas, 1978, p. 201). For example, drug use 
in professional sports (non-performance enhancing drugs) protects the athletes from 
having to attribute a possible failure to a lack of ability. Such a handicap allows for an 
“easy out” in the face of failure or low performance.
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Few studies have examined self-handicapping based on assumptions that it is a 
self-esteem protection strategy. Rhodewalt, Saltzman, and Wittmer (1984) reiterate the 
self-protective nature of self-handicapping employed by competitive athletes. In two 
consecutive field studies investigating individual differences among swimmers and 
golfers, the authors discovered practice reduction to be the most prevalent form of self- 
handicapping among high self-handicappers. Applying the operating model of parental 
influences on athletes’ achievement-related choices, self-handicapping can act as a 
strategy for protecting one’s perceptions of competence. Also goal achievement theory 
may explain the public motive to self-handicapping. Perhaps the self-presentational 
reasons for self-handicapping are more apparent in individuals with higher ego 
orientations as they often operate under a social comparative analysis of success and 
achievement. An adolescent athlete’s perceptions of competence, beliefs about ability, 
goal orientations and self-esteem are all interrelated and ultimately impact the choices 
one will make surrounding performance and achievement.
Self-handicapping as Impression Management or Self-presentation. Following 
the original work of Jones and Berglas, Kolditz and Arkin (1982) responded with a similar 
experimental design to explore the possible impression management motives to self- 
handicapping. In a laboratory setting, they measured self-handicapping in college 
students by observing choice of either a facilitative or inhibiting drug in between the 
administration of two intellectual tests. Students were placed in private or public 
settings. Kolditz and Arkin contended that self-handicapping (choosing the inhibiting 
drug) occurs primarily in the presence of evaluative others. People who were in private 
(experimenter not present) chose the performance enhancing drug 93% of the time while 
those who chose the debilitating drug were almost entirely in the public setting (the 
experimenter was present). Kolditz and Arkin suggest that these results support a public 
motive to self-handicapping. More recent studies (Doebler, Schick, Beck & Astor-
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Stetson, 2000; Ferrari, 1992, Martin et al., 2003) support the same conclusion. In terms 
of sport, this concept is exemplified in the athlete who runs his hardest when training by 
himself, whereas in the presence of others, he will choose to run with less effort. 
Decreasing effort is an example of self-handicapping that in this case would provide the 
runner with a justification for a disappointing performance that may be more important in 
a social context, especially if the person has a high ego orientation.
The presence and involvement of an athlete’s parents provide a perfect reason 
for him/her to feel the need to protect their image. As previously discussed, parents hold 
important roles in an adolescent athlete’s experience. When it comes down to it, 
adolescents care what their parents think about them. Therefore, if they sense the 
possibility of failure, and they perceive failure to be unacceptable in their parents’ eyes, 
Eccles’ model predicts their achievement choices will be altered. In other words, the 
athlete may feel a need to manage their parents’ impressions of their ability, success, 
character, etc. Overall, the motive to self-present and control parents’ impressions may 
lead to self-handicapping behavior.
Self-handicapping as Both Self-esteem Protection and Impression Management. 
Why are people motivated to self-present or manage impressions? According to Leary 
and Kowalski (1990) people do so for self-serving purposes (acquiring social and 
material outcomes like approval, power, or a salary raise), to maintain self-esteem, or to 
develop one’s identity. One’s motivation to manage impressions is impacted by three 
factors. First, the more relevant an impression is to 1) developing an identity, 2) 
maintaining self-esteem, or 3) acquiring a desirable social or material outcome, the more 
motivated one is to impression manage. Secondly, similar to the concept of task value 
in Eccles’ model, the more important the goal is to a person, the more likely he/she will 
attempt to control others’ perceptions. Thirdly, the greater the discrepancy between the 
image one would like others to have of them and the image one believes others have of
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them, the more motivated they would be to manage others’ impressions. Finally, the 
authors indicate once a person is motivated to create a particular impression, many 
interpersonal and intrapersonal factors influence how one decides to self-present.
This theoretical slant furthers the debate regarding self-handicapping as either an 
attempt to protect one’s own esteem or an attempt to control others’ perceptions. It 
contends that self-handicapping simultaneously serves both purposes. In the attempt to 
protect one’s self-image, one self-handicaps to control others’ impressions. 
Simultaneously, in the attempt to control others’ impressions, one self-handicaps to 
protect one’s self-esteem. Furthermore, it may be possible that individuals’ motives to 
self-handicap differ based upon levels of perceptions of competence and control. Ryska
(2002) suggests that situation-specific self-confidence impacted motives to self­
handicap. The current research supports the use of dual motives that self-handicapping 
can be for the purpose of both impression management and self-esteem maintenance.
Social motives to employ self-handicapping behavior are connected to parental 
influence. The salience of parents as evaluators, providers, and interpreters of 
experience supports the dual purpose of an athletes’ self-handicapping. Not only will 
athletes want to present themselves as successful and able to their parents, but they will 
also be motivated to protect their esteem if their performance elicits an undesirable 
reaction from their parent(s). In the end, athletes’ perceptions of parental beliefs and 
behaviors, coupled with their own interpretations of experience, develop a particular task 
value and expectation for success. This process can ultimately lead to feeling the need 
to protect oneself from undesirable parental reactions or feeling of inadequacy. Hence, 
the dual nature of why athletes self-handicap.
Costs and Benefits of Self-handicapping
The paradox inherent in self-handicapping in sport is even though one may be 
successfully protecting their esteem or managing the impressions of their evaluators or
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socializers (e.g. parents, coaches, judges, etc.) it is ultimately detrimental to 
performance. The question remains, ‘Do the benefits of self-handicapping outweigh the 
costs?’
Bailis (2001) conducted a field study with college-age male and female 
swimmers and wrestlers to examine the benefits of self-handicapping in sport. The 
researcher found, overall, that the benefits outweighed the costs. The athletes reported 
poorer quality of practice and decreased nutrition as a result of self-handicapping. It 
appeared these costs were not enough of a deterrent to self-handicap since dispositional 
self-handicapping was strongly related to various benefits: positive emotions regarding 
their depth of involvement in competition, successful performance and optimal 
experience. While the results have limited generalizability due to the small sample size 
(N=29), the implications for self-esteem and sustaining motivation are still valuable. Are 
the costs of self-handicapping ever enough to stop such a potentially detrimental 
behavior? In other words, when do the costs begin to outweigh the benefits? Does 
chronic self-handicapping itself ever become the external attribution for failure?
While the benefits of self-handicapping are being able to discount ability as a 
cause for failure and augment ability as a cause for success it is important to recognize 
the possible consequences of self-handicapping behavior (Prapavessis, et al., 2004). 
While in many cases, one uses such behaviors to ensure a positive view of either the 
private or public self; in other cases these behaviors can elicit a negative interpretation 
of one’s private or public identity. In fact, Prapavessis and colleagues provide a cost- 
benefit model of self-handicapping that reveals a dispositional, intentional, controllable, 
not socially desirable, or not believable self-handicap could result in an assumption of 
character flaws or a reduced perception of competence.
In a series of four studies, Zuckerman and Tsai (2005) evaluate the costs of self- 
handicapping. They found that while short-term self-handicapping does serve to protect
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one’s self-esteem, there are more long-term costs that one should be concerned about.
In particular, they state that over time self-handicapping can increase maladjustment, 
negative mood, somatic symptoms and use of drugs, and lower health and well-being, 
intrinsic motivation, and competence satisfaction. Secondly, their results indicate a 
reciprocal or cyclical relationship between lower self-esteem and higher use of self- 
handicapping. These results raise valid concerns for sport psychologists, coaches, 
parents and athletes. If extended use of self-handicapping behavior negatively affects 
self-esteem, athletes may be more likely to drop out. It is important that further research 
in this area address practical suggestions for reducing the tendency to self-handicap. 
Parents, in particular, can benefit from such research especially as it better explains the 
relationship between parental socialization effects (e.g. development of goal 
orientations) and athletes’ self-handicapping.
Types and Variables of Self-handicapping
Research has explored how self-handicapping manifests as behaviors and 
excuse-making (Hausenblas & Carron, 1996; Rhodewalt, 1990; Rhodewalt, et. al. 1984, 
Ryska, 2002). The two types of self-handicapping that have emerged in the literature: 
behavioral and self-reported. While some handicaps are purposefully put into place 
through behavioral means such as reducing practice or using drugs, other times people 
may verbally claim to be functioning under a handicap. These self-reported handicaps or 
as Ryska refers to them, “claimed impediments” (2002, p. 463) may be complaints about 
the limiting effects of anxiety or even claims of a traumatic event. Behavioral self- 
handicapping refers to deliberate, observable acts employed to directly impact 
performance. Self-reported or claimed handicaps do not necessarily alter chances for 
optimal performance, but rather are primarily limited to excuse-making.
Another proposed form of handicapping performance can be seen in parents of 
athletes. Do parents employ methods of handicapping for their child? In other words, in
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addition to perceiving their parents employ se/f-handicapping, do athletes also witness 
“parental c/7//c/-handicapping” in their parents? This can be exemplified in the parent who 
provides excuses for their child (directly to the child, to another parent or coach, etc.) 
prior to a game or evaluation. In addition, allowing their child to stay up late the night 
before a contest or prohibiting sufficient practice time are behavioral examples of this 
form of “parental child-handicapping."
Several variables have been identified as coactors, modifiers and correlates to 
self-handicapping (self-reported or behavioral) such as team cohesion (Carron, Burke, & 
Prapavessis, 2004; Carron, Prapavessis, & Grove, 1994; Hausenblas & Carron, 1996; 
Martin, 1997), motivational climate (Ryska etal., 1999), intrinsic motivation (Ryska,
2003), competitive anxiety (Ryska & Yin, 1998), gender (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Doebler 
et al., 2000; Hausenblaus & Carron, 1996; Hirt, McCrea & Boris, 2003; Kimble & Hirt, 
2005; Kimble, Kimble & Cray, 1998; Rhodewalt et al., 1984), self-esteem, confidence, 
and self-efficacy (Doebler, et al. 2000; Martin & Brawley, 2002; Rhodewalt et al., 1984; 
Ryska, 2002) and motivational goal orientation (Ryska et. al., 1999).
Goal Orientation and Self-handicapping. A very clear relationship between goal 
orientation and self-handicapping exists in the sport psychology literature. First and 
foremost, self-handicappers are more likely to be relatively high in ego orientation 
(Martin et al., 2003; Ryska et al., 1999). Ego orientation involves a socially comparative 
perspective and therefore contributes to the likelihood to avoid failure. Martin et. al.
(2003) go so far as to state that “ego orientation is a hallmark of self-handicapping” 
(p.623). That is, those who employ self-handicapping are more likely to have high ego 
orientations. In addition, these studies provide suggestions for why this is the case. One 
reason in particular is poignant in terms of parental influences. Athletes who self­
handicap may have more of an ego-oriented motivation because society judges one’s 
worth based upon achievement, making outperforming others more important than
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mastery. This supports the notion of young athletes feeling pressured by their parent’s 
interpretations of success as judgments of worth based upon achievement rather than 
mastery.
Self-handicapping in Sport
There are many contexts in which we can study performance-related behaviors 
like self-handicapping: dance, theatre, school, public speaking. Why study it in sport? 
Coining the term, self-handicapping, Jones and Berglas (1978) were also the first to 
suggest its prevalence in the realm of sport. They provided the example of an “avid 
golfer who systematically avoids taking lessons or even practicing on the driving range 
(p. 201).” Sport is an appropriate context in which to study self-handicapping because of 
the evaluative nature of public sport performance and competition. Performance 
measures are readily available and therefore make it easy to identify changes in 
performance due to self-handicapping behaviors. Remembering that task value is a 
major contributor to achievement behaviors (Eccles et al., 1983; Fredericks & Eccles 
2002), athletes are likely to perceive the performance as important, which influences the 
likelihood of self-handicapping. (Prapavessis et al., 2004). It is especially interesting to 
study self-handicapping in sport because of the challenge it presents to performance 
enhancement. The self-handicapping individual risks performance in exchange for a 
favorable view of oneself in the end, either by others or the individual him/herself. In 
essence, the process is a sacrifice of possible success in exchange for a protected 
perception of one’s ability (again, by either oneself or by others).
Most importantly, sport is an obvious achievement domain with a very visible role 
in society. Returning to Eccles’ model, athletes are impacted by their social environment 
including their parents, peers, fans, opponents, etc. Ultimately, self-handicapping is an 
achievement-related choice that is likely a product of socialization. Achievement related 
choices are paramount in every sport experience. Studying self-handicapping in the
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sport context will lead to implications for self-esteem, attributions, motivational 
orientations, performance and ultimately the role of parents and other socializers in the 
development of such behavior. A better understanding of athletes’ use of self- 
handicapping will provide insights into athletes’ perceptions of competence and control, 
ultimately impacting their motivation. With so many influential variables, especially in 
light of the role of parents in sport, sport psychologists need to understand self- 
handicapping as a potentially detrimental achievement-related behavior than can be 
eliminated through coach-, parent-, and athlete- education.
Purpose and Hypotheses 
The primary focus in this investigation was parental influences on athlete use of 
self-handicapping. The parental influences in this study were goal orientations and use 
of self-handicapping. However, as previously discussed, it is the athlete’s perceptions of 
these that matter most in better understanding the athlete experience. The goal of the 
investigation was to determine how perceptions of their parents’ self-handicapping and 
goal orientations as well as athlete goal orientations help explain athlete use of self- 
handicapping. Reflecting the relationships in Eccles’ Expectancy-Value model and 
model for parental influence, four relationships were examined to obtain as complete an 
understanding of the variables in question as was possible. A synopsis of the study’s 
variables and relationships being explored can be seen in the diagram presented in 
Figure 3.
20
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Solid -> = relationships previously studied in sport psychology literature 
Dashed -> = relationships not yet studied in the literature 
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Figure 3. The present study’s variables (in bold) using the framework of Eccles’ 
Expectancy-Value model of parental influence on athlete use of self-handicapping
The outcome variable, athlete self-handicapping (ASH), contained two factors, 
one for each type of self-handicap: claimed self-handicaps (ACLAIM) and behavioral 
self-handicaps (ABEH). The three predictor variables were athlete goal orientations 
(AGO), athlete perceptions of parental goal orientations (PGO) and athlete perceptions 
of parental self-handicapping (PSH). Again, PSH contained both factors, claimed self­
handicaps (PCLAIM) and behavioral self-handicaps (PBEH). AGO and PGO also 
contained two factors: task orientation (ATASK, PTASK) and ego orientation (AEGO, 
PEGO). The study examined the relationships of each of the seven variables (ATASK, 
AEGO, PTASK, PEGO, PCLAIM, PBEH and PSHB) with the outcome variable (ASH).
21
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Secondly, the study examined which of the criterion variables best predicts self- 
handicapping in the adolescent athlete. Inherent in such analysis are the following 
subsequent inquiries: Do athlete goal orientations and self-handicapping behaviors 
reflect their perceptions of parental goal orientations and self-handicapping behavior?
In light of the trends and findings as discussed previously in the review of 
literature, the following hypotheses will be tested:
1) Athlete task orientation will be negatively related to athlete self-handicapping, 
while athlete ego orientation will be positively related to athlete self-handicapping.
2) Perceived parental task orientation will be negatively related to athlete self- 
handicapping, while perceived parental ego orientation will be positively related to 
athlete self-handicapping.
3) Athlete perceptions of parental self-handicapping will reflect their own self- 
handicapping. That is, perceived parental use of both claimed and behavioral self- 
handicapping will be positively related to both types of athlete self-handicapping.
4) Athlete perceptions of parental goal orientations will reflect their own goal 
orientations. In other words, perceived parental ego orientations will be positively related 
with athlete ego orientations and perceived parental task orientations will be positively 
related with athlete task orientations.
The final hypothesis relates to the predictive ability of the variables in this study. 
Based on Eccles’ model (Eccles and Harold, 1991) parental influence regarding beliefs 
or behaviors about success would need to “filter” through the athlete’s own beliefs about 
success. In this way, athlete goal orientations would act as a moderator of any perceived 
parental influences. Therefore, it is predicted that:
5) Of all seven variables, athlete goal orientations would be the best predictors of 
athlete self-handicapping. Given that ego orientation is strongly related to self- 
handicapping (Ryska & Yin, 1999; Martin et al., 2003), it is predicted that athlete ego
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orientation will be the strongest predictor of athlete self-handicapping among the seven 
variables, followed then, by athlete task orientation. Secondly, based upon Eccles’ 
suggestion of parental role modeling behaviors, it is expected that perceived parental 
behavioral and claimed self-handicapping will still serve as significant predictors of 
athlete self-handicapping, only after the athlete’s framework of goal orientations. With 
the likelihood that behavioral self-handicapping may be easier to witness given the more 
direct and possibly blatant effects on performance, it is expected that perceived parental 
behavioral self-handicapping would be a stronger predictor than perceived parental 
claimed self-handicapping. Lastly, it is predicted that perceived parental goal orientations 
will still predict some of the variance in self-handicapping, but only after the athlete’s 
goal orientations and perceived parental use of self-handicapping.




Parents are important providers of experience and interpreters of success for 
young athletes (Eccles, 1993; Eccles et al., 1998). In addition, parents model and 
reinforce certain beliefs and behaviors for youth (Eccles et al., 1998). Moreover, goal 
orientation can have a significant influence on achievement beliefs and behaviors (Duda 
& Nicholls, 1992). One such achievement choice is self-handicapping, a strategy some 
athletes use in order to protect their self-esteem (Berglas & Jones, 1978) or manage 
others’ impressions (Kolditz & Arkin, 1982). Achievement goal orientations are important 
variables of self-handicapping behavior (Martin et al., 2003). In order to better 
understand the adolescent athlete sport experience and achievement behaviors such as 
self-handicapping, it is important to understand the influence of socializers, such as 
parents, on self-handicapping behavior. The proposed study will explore the complex 
relationships among athletes’ perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations and use of 
self-handicapping with their own goal orientations and self-handicapping.
Participants
The target population for this study was male and female New England soccer 
athletes ranging in age from 13 to 18 years. Data collection occurred with two groups; 
the first, with club teams from a local competitive soccer club and the second, with 
regional ODP (Olympic Development Program) teams. Both programs are highly 
competitive and involve year-round exposure to national teams and college recruiters.
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The participants were eighty-seven males and forty-seven females (M age =
15.06 years, SD = 1.44 years) who played soccer for a minimum of 3 years and up to 15 
years (M = 9.65 years, SD = 2.22 years). Ninety-nine percent of the participants were 
very experienced soccer players having played on more than one team during the year. 
All but one athlete participated in at least one other soccer team or program during the 
year. Supporting the recent rise in sport specialization, ninety-one percent of these 
athletes participated in at least two (M = 2.49, SD = .83) additional soccer teams or 
programs. These other soccer programs included school teams (91%), another club or 
ODP team (56.7%), an indoor team (48.5%), a town or local team (32.8%), a Super Y 
team (5.2%) or other team (10.4%). Thirty-nine (29.1%) participants reported that soccer 
was the only sport in which they participated. Even with such specialization in soccer, 
most (70.9%) of the athletes participated in up to four other sports, as well.
Family considerations are important in light of parental influences on the 
adolescent sport experience. Of the 134 participants, 45 percent were the youngest child 
in the family, followed by the oldest (26.9%), somewhere in the middle (19.4%), and the 
only child (7.5%). When asked to list all the parents or guardians involved in their 
participation on that particular team, most (72.4%) athletes indicated “mother and 
father”. The remaining participants reported various combinations including one or both 
parents, stepparents, siblings, grandparents, and others. In addition, on a 5-point scale 
anchored by “Not involved at all” (1) and “Extremely involved” (5), most of the 
participants (90.1%) reported their parents as at least a “3”, while still over sixty percent 
(60.3%) reported at least a “4”. All but three of the respondents reported their “MOST 
involved parent or parents” watched them play in games “most of the time” or “always.” 
About half of the athletes (52.2%) reported that one parent was more involved than the 
other/s. Of those seventy athletes, thirty-eight (54.3%) reported their mother as the most 
involved, while thirty-one (44.3%) reported their father as the most involved.
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Finally, when measuring aspects of achievement beliefs and behaviors in 
athletes, it is important to understand their perception of their own ability. Most of the 
participants (73.9%) selected “Very Good Athlete” to best describe their athletic ability 
(not specifically in soccer), while 23.9% chose “Average Athlete.” None of the 
participants chose “Poor Athlete”. Altogether, this sample of adolescent male and female 
soccer players were very experienced, active, confident in their abilities and had 
substantial support from their parents.
Variables and Measures
Demographic Variables
A brief demographic questionnaire (APPENDIX A) developed by the researcher 
was administered to gather data on gender, age, sport experience, family, perceptions of 
parental involvement and perception of ability.
Measures of Self-handicapping
To examine athlete self-handicapping (ASH), an adapted version of the 14-item 
Self-handicapping Scale (SHS, Jones & Rhodewalt, 1982; Rhodewalt et al., 1984; 
Rhodewalt, 1990) was administered (APPENDIX B). Each item is a statement indicating 
either a behavioral or claimed self-handicapping mechanism to which the participant 
agrees or disagrees based upon a 6-point scale (0= disagree very much, 5= agree very 
much). This questionnaire was adapted for age-appropriate language and 
understanding. These adaptations were shared with the original investigator (Rhodewalt) 
for approval. In addition, to measure athletes’ perceptions of parental use of self- 
handicapping (PSH), the same adapted SHS was modified for athletes’ perceptions of 
their parents’ self-handicapping claims and behaviors (APPENDIX C). For example, the 
item, “When I do something wrong, my first reaction is to blame other things,” was 
altered to “When my parent/s do something wrong, their first reaction is to blame other
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things.” The participant was instructed to answer the items based on whichever parent or 
set of parents/guardians were most involved in their sport experience.
To differentiate between a parent’s use of self-handicapping for their own 
performance (PSH) versus the athlete’s, another variable is included (PSHB). PSHB 
does not contain the two subscales of claimed and behavioral self-handicapping 
because only four of the original fourteen items from the SHS could be reworded to 
capture the perspective of the parent self-handicapping for the athlete. Therefore, these 
four items from the modified SHS were slightly altered to create the measure 
(APPENDIX D). For example, “When I do something wrong, my first reaction is to blame 
other things,” was changed to “When I do something wrong, my parent/s first reaction is 
to blame other things.” (This same item on the adapted SHS for perceptions of parent 
self-handicapping (PSH) read, “When my parent/s do something wrong, my parent/s first 
reaction is to blame other things.”)
Jones and Rhodewalt have reported acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach 
alpha of .79) and stability values (test-retest at .74) of the 14-item SHS (Jones & 
Rhodewalt, 1982; Rhodewalt, 1990). Also, Rhodewalt (1990) supports the discriminant 
and convergent validity of the SHS. The SHS and subsequent modified version (PSH) 
divided into the two original factors: behavioral self-handicapping (Tendency Toward 
Diminished Effort/Motivation) and claimed self-handicapping (Proclivity for Excuse 
Making).
Measures of Goal Orientation
The Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ, Duda & Nicholls, 
1992) was employed (APPENDIX E) to examine athlete goal orientations (AGO). It is a 
13-item questionnaire with a 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree).
The readability of the questionnaire is 3.8 (Flesch-Kincaid scale) making it appropriate 
for 13 through 17 year olds. The directions were slightly altered to measure perceptions
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of parent goal orientations (PGO, APPENDIX F). This adaptation to the TEOSQ has 
been made in previous research (Collins & Barber, 2005). The original TEOSQ prompt 
reads, “When do you feel most successful in sport? In other words, when do you feel a 
sport activity has gone really well for you? I feel most successful in sport when...” For 
PGO, the prompt reads, “When do your parent/s feel you are most successful in sport?
In other words, when do they feel a sport activity has gone really well for you? My 
parent/s feel I am most successful in sport when...” Data from the TEOSQ were split into 
two factors: task orientation and ego orientation.
The TEOSQ has been reported to have acceptable test-retest reliability (from .68 
to .75) and internal consistency reliability with a mean of .68 for task scale and .75 for 
ego scale (Duda & Whitehead, 1998). Duda & Whitehead (1998) also demonstrate 
factorial validity through factor analysis and predictive validity through correlations. 
Furthermore, Collins & Barber (2005) show acceptable reliability with the altered TEOSQ 
to measure athletes’ perceptions of parental goal orientations (alpha coefficients of .82 
for the task subscale and .89 for the ego subscale). The TEOSQ has been used 
extensively in social and sport psychology research.
Procedure
Initial Contacts
The UNH Institutional Review Board granted approval for the use of human 
subjects (APPENDIX G). The researcher obtained permission to conduct the study and 
involve the Club athletes from the director of the private soccer club and appropriate 
staff, who provided mailing contacts as well as emails for all U13 through U18 team 
members. Mailings were sent to all parents/guardians of participants with informed 
consent forms (Appendix H) and self-addressed envelopes. Data collection dates were 
set and communicated via email. A second sample of athletes was needed after 
participation dissipated from the private Club teams. The researcher then obtained
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permission from the Olympic Development Program (ODP) Regional Teams Director to 
conduct the research project and involve the athletes. All communications were done via 
email for the ODP athletes and parents. Parental consent for ODP athletes was obtained 
on site prior to participation. All data, for both groups, were collected prior to a practice in 
order to minimize extraneous, situational variables that might impact task value, 
motivation, etc. Of 142 participants, 134 were included in the study.
Administration of Questionnaires
Data collection took place through two processes, the first at a private club’s 
outdoor sport complex, the second at an ODP training field. The first occurred over many 
days. The researcher administered all questionnaires in a designated meeting area 
adjacent to the playing fields. Before receiving a packet, all athletes were checked for 
parental consent. Each individual was given a packet and asked to sign the assent form 
(APPENDIX I) if they agreed to participate. The assent form was detached from the rest 
of the packet and placed in an envelope to allow for anonymity. All athletes provided 
assent. The athletes were reminded to take as much time as they needed, read 
carefully, and answer honestly since there were no right or wrong answers. Participants 
were asked to proceed in order from the first page to the last. The demographic 
questionnaire was followed by the SHS, then the TEOSQ, then the adapted SHS for 
perceptions of parent self-handicapping and the four-item scale for perceptions of parent 
child-handicapping, and finally the adapted TEOSQ for perceptions of parent goal 
orientations. After completion, athletes handed in their packets and proceeded to 
practice.
Data Analysis
Data was entered into the statistical computer program, SPSS, and checked for 
inconsistencies. Eight participants were excluded from analysis due to incomplete 
questionnaires or obvious invariability in their answers. Three of the eight were excluded
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because they had one or more questionnaires missing more than two items. The other 
five were excluded because they lacked variability. In the remaining questionnaires, a 
mean was substituted where missing data existed otherwise.
All subscales were tested for reliability and a correlation analysis was run to 
identify any issues of multicollinearity among the variables. Canonical correlations were 
then employed to explore the relationships between each of the predictor variables 
(AGO, PGO, PSH) and the outcome variable (ASH). All variables contained subscales 
which were used as the variates. AGO contained a task orientation scale (ATASK) and 
one for ego orientation (AEGO). Similarly, PGO contained a scale for task orientation 
(PTASK) and one for ego orientation (PEGO). PSH contained three subscales, one for 
claimed self-handicapping (PCLAIM) and one for behavioral self-handicapping (PBEH) 
as well as one for parental use of cftZ/d-handicapping (PSHB). Finally, the outcome 
variable (ASH) contained a claimed (ACLAIM) and a behavioral (ABEH) subscale.
Following the correlational analysis, a hierarchical regression was employed to 
discover which of the three sets of predictor variables best predicts athlete self- 
handicapping as a whole. In this case, ASH, the outcome variable was not analyzed by 
its two scales, but rather as a complete scale. In accordance with the hypotheses, the 
predictor variables were entered in the following hierarchy: AEGO, ATASK, PBEH, 
PCLAIM, PSHB, PEGO, and PTASK.
30
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Reliability and Descriptive Analyses
To examine internal consistency of subscales within each measure Cronbach’s 
Alpha coefficients were used. Tests revealed sufficient reliability for all but two 
subscales. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for the athlete’s behavioral self-handicapping 
subscale of the SHS (.43) and perceived parent behavioral self-handicapping subscale 
of the SHS (.54) were below the minimum criterion of .70 (Nunnally, 1972). Rhodewalt 
(1990) found sufficient reliability coefficients for each subscale, however similar to the 
current findings Ryska (1998) found insufficient reliability in the behavioral subscale. 
Therefore, caution should be employed when interpreting results with these two 
subscales. Alpha coefficients for all measures can be found in Table 1.
Past research (Rhodewalt, Saltzman & Wittmer, 1984; Ryska, 1998) has defined 
high and low self-handicappers based on a median split technique. This technique 
artificially inflates the evaluation of raw scores. In response to these concerns, mean 
scores were utilized for each subscale. Descriptive analyses revealed that the scores on 
the overall self-handicapping scale (M= 1.76, SD= .65) and claimed self-handicapping 
subscale appeared to be fairly low (M= 1.46, SD= .71), whereas the scores on the 
behavioral self-handicapping subscale were somewhat higher (M= 2.30, SD= .81). 
Similarly, scores on the perceived parental self-handicapping scale indicated that 
athletes perceived their parents as having a fairly low tendency to self-handicap (M=
1.41, SD= .77), both behaviorally (M= 1.52, SD= .86) and even less through claims (M= 
1.35, SD= .82). Scores on the PSHB indicated athletes also perceived a low tendency in
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their parents to “ch/'/d-handicap” (provide self-handicapping claims or behaviors for the 
athlete, M= .99, SD= .91).
With regard to goal orientations, participants measured high in task orientation 
(M= 4.24, SD= .43) and moderate in ego orientation (M= 3.05, SD= .72). Again, athletes 
perceived similar task orientation (M=4.19, SD= .60) and ego orientation (M=3.12, SD= 
.81) in their parents as compared to themselves. These scores resemble the norms 
noted by Duda and Whitehead (1998). The means and standard deviations for each 
measure are depicted in Table 1.
Table 1.












Athlete CLAIM 1.46 .71 .71
Athlete BEH 2.30 .81 .43*
Perceived Parent SHS (Total) 1.41 .77 .83
Perceived Parent CLAIM 1.35 .82 .80
Perceived Parent BEH 1.52 .86 .54*
Perceived Parent SHSB .99 .91 .76
Athlete TASK 4.24 .43 .72
Athlete EGO 3.05 .72 .74
Perceived Parent TASK 4.19 .60 .86
Perceived Parent EGO 3.12 .81 .83
*Due to low reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha <.7), caution should be employed in the 
interpretation of these subscales.
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Multivariate Analyses
Initial Pearson product-moment correlation analyses revealed no issues of 
multicollinearity. All intercorrelations of subscales were less than .70. Correlational 
coefficients for all subscales are reported in Table 2.
Table 2.
Correlational Matrix for All Subscales (Pearson’s Product-Moment)
ACLAIM ABEH ATASK AEGO PCLAIM PBEH PTASK PEGO PSHB
ACLAIM 1
ABEH .466(**) 1
ATASK -.207(*) -.243(0 1
AEGO ,204(*) .003 .075 1
PCLAIM .544(0 .269(0 -.048 .241(0 1
PBEH .426(0 .348(0 -.054 .094 .690(0 1
PTASK -.1830 -.144 .591(0 .013 -.149 -.118 1
PEGO .237(0 .002 -.025 .533(0 .396(0 .243(0 -.075 1
PSHB .479(0 .2170 -.065 .2170 .649(0 .531(0 -.243(0 .283(0 1
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Canonical Correlation Analyses
To examine the relationships between athlete self-handicapping (both claimed 
and behavioral) and each independent variable (AGO, PGO, PSH), canonical correlation 
analyses were conducted. A total of 87 males and 47 females had complete data for all 
variables and were subsequently used in the analyses. This resulted in a sufficient
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subject-to-variable ratio of 15:1. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) recommend a 10:1 
subject-to-variable ratio. It should be noted that the reliability coefficients of the ABEH 
and PBEH subscales were below the minimum criterion recommended by Nunnally, 
(1972) and therefore may have influenced subsequent analyses.
Multivariate Relationship between Athlete Goal Orientation and Athlete Self- 
handicapping. The first canonical correlation examined the relationship between athlete 
goal orientation and athlete self-handicapping. The overall multivariate relationship was 
significant, Wilks' lambda = .88, F (4, 260) = 4.45, £ < .01. Two canonical functions were 
found to be significant. The canonical correlations for function 1 and function 2 were Rc 
= .31, and Rc = .19, respectively. Canonical loadings were examined to identify which 
variables contributed significantly to the multivariate relationship. According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) variables with canonical loadings of .30 or greater are 
considered to be significant and meaningful. The canonical loadings can be found in 
Table 3. The loadings in the first function suggested athlete ego orientation was 
positively related to both claimed and behavioral self-handicapping in athletes, while a 
task orientation was negatively related to both. In the second function, the canonical 
loadings indicated that both task and ego orientations are negatively related to 
behavioral self-handicapping in athletes. It is important to note that the functions provide 
two, unique solutions.
The redundancy index revealed that only 6.14% of the variance in athlete self- 
handicapping was explained by athlete goal orientation. According to Pedhazur (1991), 
a redundancy index of 10% is considered to be significant and meaningful. Therefore, 
while the multivariate relationship between these sets of variables was significant, the 
strength of this relationship was low.
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Table 3.
Canonical Loadings for Athlete Goal Orientations and Athlete Self-handicapping







Multivariate Relationship between Perceived Parent Goal Orientation and Athlete 
Self-handicapping. A canonical correlation was employed to examine the relationship 
between athlete perception of parental goal orientations and athlete self-handicapping. 
The overall multivariate relationship was significant, Wilks' lambda = .90, F (4, 260) = 
3.64, g < .01. Only one canonical function (Rc = .30) was found to be significant. The 
canonical loadings suggested that a perceived parental ego orientation is positively 
related to claimed self-handicapping in athletes, while a perceived parental task 
orientation was negatively related to claimed self-handicapping in athletes (see Table 4).
The redundancy index revealed that only 4.69% of the variance in athlete self- 
handicapping was explained by perceived parent goal orientation. According to 
Pedhazur (1991), a redundancy index of 10% is considered to be significant and 
meaningful. Therefore, similar to the previous canonical correlation, while the
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multivariate relationship between these sets of variables was significant, the strength of 
this relationship was low.
Table 4.









Multivariate Relationship between Perceived Parent Self-handicapping and 
Athlete Self-handicapping. A canonical correlation was employed to examine the 
relationship between athlete perception of parental self-handicapping and athlete self- 
handicapping. The overall multivariate relationship was significant, Wilks' lambda = .64,
F (6, 258) = 10.73, e < .01. Two canonical functions were found to be significant 
(Function 1, Rc = .57 and Function 2, Rc = .22) providing two unique solutions. The 
canonical loadings can be found in Table 5. The loadings in the first function suggested 
all three types of perceived parental self-handicapping were positively related with both 
types of athlete self-handicapping. In the second function, the canonical loadings of the
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second function indicated that parental behavioral self-handicapping was positively 
related to athlete behavioral self-handicapping.
The redundancy index revealed that 24.51% of the variance in athlete self- 
handicapping was explained by perceived parental self-handicapping. Therefore, the 
strength of the significant multivariate relationships between these sets of variables was 
high.
Table 5.
Canonical Loadings for Athlete Perception of Parental Self-handicapping and Athlete 
Self-handicapping








Multivariate Relationship between Perceived Parent Goal Orientation and Athlete 
Goal Orientation. A canonical correlation was utilized to examine the relationship 
between athlete goal orientations and athlete perceptions of parental goal orientations. 
The overall multivariate relationship was significant, Wilks' lambda = .46, F (4, 260) =
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30.54, g < .01. Two canonical functions were found to be significant (function 1, Rc = 
.59 and function 2, Rc = .54) providing two unique solutions. The canonical loadings can 
be found in Table 6. The canonical loadings in the first function suggested athlete task 
orientation was positively related to perceived parental task orientation. No 
interpretations could be made regarding ego orientations due to low correlations. The 
canonical loadings in the second function, however, suggest that athlete ego orientation 
and perceived parental ego orientation are positively related.
The redundancy index revealed that 31.95% of the variance in athlete goal 
orientation was explained by perceived parent goal orientation. Therefore, strength of 
the significant multivariate relationships between these sets of variables is high.
Table 6.
Canonical Loadings for Parent Goal Orientations and Athlete Goal Orientations
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Predictive Ability of Criterion Variables for Athlete Self-handicapping
To examine the predictive ability of each variable in relation to the others, a 
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. Based upon theoretical considerations 
and the study’s hypotheses all seven criterion variables were entered in the following 
hierarchy: AEGO, ATASK, PBEH, PCLAIM, PSHB, PEGO, and PTASK. Altogether, the 
seven variables accounted for 35% of the variance in athlete self-handicapping. Three 
variables revealed significant F change suggesting a stronger predictive ability than the 
others. Table 7 presents the relative strength of the individual predictors. All predictors 
but task orientations were positively related to athlete self-handicapping as expected.
The partial correlations between ATASK and ASH and between PCLAIM and 
ASH were significant. First, ATASK significantly predicted ASH, R2 change= .07, F( 1, 
131) = 10.30, p < .01. Secondly, PBEH significantly predicted ASH above and beyond 
ATASK and EGO, R2 change= .19, F(1, 130) = 33.47, p < .001. Finally, PCLAIM 
significantly predicted above and beyond ATASK, AEGO, and PBEH, R2 change= .06, 
F(1,130) = 10.80, p < .01. Together, these three variables accounted for almost all 
(32%) of the variance in athlete self-handicapping. These results indicate that athletes 
are more likely to employ self-handicapping if they have a low task orientation and 
perceive their parents as self-handicappers.
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Table 7
Bivariate and Partial Correlations of the Predictors with Athlete Self-handicapping
Predictors Correlation between each 
predictor and athlete self- 
handicapping
Correlation between each predictor 
and athlete self-handicapping 













As socializers, parents have an important role as they provide and interpret 
experiences for their children. Young athletes often use methods of self-handicapping 
prior to performance to protect their self-esteem and/or manage others’ impressions of 
them. According to Eccles’ Expectancy-Value model of motivation (Eccles & Harold,
1991) and model of parental influences (Eccles et. al., 1998), perceived parental beliefs 
and behaviors about success can have a lasting impact on young athletes’ own beliefs 
and behaviors about success. This study explored the specific relationships between an 
athlete’s tendency to employ self-handicapping and athlete goal orientations, 
perceptions of parental self-handicapping and perceived parental goal orientations.
The first hypothesis stated that athlete task orientation would be negatively 
related to athlete self-handicapping, while athlete ego orientation would be positively 
related to athlete self-handicapping: Results from separate canonical correlation 
analyses indicated that athlete task orientations were negatively related to both types of 
athlete self-handicapping. These results replicate previous findings (Martin, et al., 2003; 
Ryska et al., 1999) that suggest higher task orientations in athletes may preclude the 
use of self-handicapping.
With regard to athlete ego orientation, results of the canonical correlations 
provided two unique solutions. First, as expected, athlete ego orientations were 
positively related to both types of athlete self-handicapping. However, the second 
solution suggested (albeit with a low percentage of the variance) athlete ego orientation
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was negatively related to athlete behavioral self-handicapping. In this case, the 
canonical loadings do not provide as clear a relationship between athlete ego 
orientations and athlete behavioral self-handicapping. One possible explanation for 
these findings is the low reliability of the ABEH subscale of the adapted SHS.
The second hypothesis predicted athlete perceptions of parental goal 
orientations to be related to athlete self-handicapping. Results of the canonical 
correlation supported the hypothesis since perceived parental ego orientation was 
positively related to athlete claimed self-handicapping, while perceived parental task 
orientation was negatively related to athlete claimed self-handicapping. These results 
extend the support of previous literature (Martin, et al., 2003, Ryska et al., 1999) from 
athlete task orientations to perceptions of parental task orientations. If an athlete 
perceives his/her parent to care more about individual achievement and mastery rather 
than comparative success, it is likely the child will be less apt to self-handicap, especially 
if they hold similar goal orientations.
One of the unique directions of this research was the examination of parental 
influences. The third hypothesis predicted that perceived parental use of both claimed 
and behavioral self-handicapping would be positively related to both types of athlete self- 
handicapping. In other words athletes’ self-handicapping was expected to reflect their 
parents’ self-handicapping. Results fully supported this hypothesis. Results of the 
canonical correlations showed behavioral and claimed parental self-handicapping as 
well as the measure of parental child-handicapping were positively related to behavioral 
and claimed athlete self-handicapping. Two unique solutions were identified. The first 
solution indicated a positive relationship between all three predictor variables and both 
criterion variables. Perceived parental behavioral and claimed self-handicapping were 
positively related to both behavioral and claimed athlete self-handicapping. The second 
solution indicated one positive relationship between perceived parental use of behavioral
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self-handicapping and athlete behavioral self-handicapping. Taken together these 
results suggest that athletes who perceive their parents to be employing either 
behavioral or claimed self-handicapping will be more likely to self-handicap. In addition 
there was a significant relationship between perceived parental use of handicapping 
strategies for the child, what has been referred to as parental “child-handicapping” and 
both types of athlete self-handicapping. While caution should be taken in interpreting 
these results since the 4-item scale which measured parental child-handicapping is not 
an established measure, the implication is an important one. Not only is it essential to 
evaluate how parents are modeling self-handicapping in their own lives, but perhaps it is 
equally important to investigate how parents are directly setting their children up to be 
able to excuse failure following a performance.
Athlete goal orientations were expected to reflect their perceptions of parental 
goal orientations. Perceived parental ego orientations were positively related with athlete 
ego orientations and perceived parental task orientations were positively related with 
athlete task orientations. Both task and ego orientations were reflected in the athletes’ 
perceptions of their parents’ goal orientations. This supports the notion that adolescents 
adopt similar patterns of belief relating to success. This finding alone is important for 
practitioners and coaches as they work to understand how parents may or may not 
impact an athlete’s motivation and performance behavior.
Overall the canonical correlation analyses revealed important information 
regarding the relationships that exist among the study’s variables. The first two canonical 
correlations identified significant relationships, however the overall strength of the 
analyses is fairly low (redundancy indices of less than 10%). Therefore, while the 
findings can still be useful in determining likely relationships between goal orientations 
(athlete and perceived parental) and athlete self-handicapping, caution should be 
employed in application beyond this study. The strength of the final two canonical
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correlation analyses, hoyvever, was high. Therefore, the results of the third canonical 
correlation are significant and meaningful insofar as parental use of self-handicapping is 
indeed related to athlete self-handicapping. The results of the final canonical correlation 
are significant and meaningful revealing that perceived parental goal orientations are 
directly related with athlete goal orientations. Figure 4 displays the significant 
relationships of this study and their relative strength. It is important to interpret with 
caution the findings involving athlete behavioral self-handicapping (ABEH) and 
perceived parental behavioral self-handicapping (PBEH) because of the low reliability of 
these subscales.
Solid -> = results indicate a redundancy index higher that 10% indicating a significant and 
meaningful relationship






























(PTASK & PEGO = 
PGO)
Athlete Perception of 
Parental use of Self- 
handicapping 
(PCLAIM & PBEH = 
PSH, PSHB)*
Figure 4.
Variables (in bold) and strength of relationships found in the present study using the 
framework of Eccles’ Expectancy-Value model of parental influence on athlete use of
self-handicapping_________________________________________________________
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This study also examined the predictive ability of the seven variables (ATASK, 
AEGO, PCLAIM, PBEH, PSHB, PTASK and PEGO). The final hypothesis of the current 
study predicted that all variables would account for some portion of the variance in 
athlete self-handicapping. Based upon theoretical considerations, it was expected that 
athlete goal orientation would be the best predictor of athlete self-handicapping. 
Specifically, ego orientation would account for the most variance in self-handicapping 
followed by athlete task orientation. It was expected that perceived parental use of self- 
handicapping would be the second best predictor of athlete self-handicapping. 
Specifically, behavioral self-handicapping would account for more variance in overall 
athlete self-handicapping than perceived parental claimed self-handicapping. Lastly, 
perceived parental goal orientation would be the weakest predictor of athlete self- 
handicapping.
The results partially supported these predictions. Hierarchical regressional 
analyses revealed that together, athlete task orientation, perceived parental behavioral 
self-handicapping and perceived parental claimed self-handicapping explained most of 
the variance that all seven predictors accounted for in athlete self-handicapping. More 
specifically, parental behavioral self-handicapping predicted athlete self-handicapping 
above and beyond athlete goal orientation. Perceived parental claimed self- 
handicapping predicted athlete self-handicapping above and beyond athlete goal 
orientations and perceived parental behavioral self-handicapping. Athlete ego orientation 
did not predict the use of self-handicapping,. However, task orientation, along with 
perceived parental self-handicapping did predict athlete self-handicapping. Therefore, 
adolescent athletes with lower task orientation who perceive their parents to employ self- 
handicapping will be more likely to self-handicap themselves.
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Theoretical Implications
Overall, the results of this study support the influence of parents as an important 
link in understanding athletes’ beliefs about success and behaviors relating to 
performance. The findings reiterate the foundation of Eccles’ models in that a child’s 
perception of parental beliefs affect his/her own goals, expectations of success, and 
achievement-related choices and performance. In particular, this study highlights the 
relationship between adolescent athlete perceptions of parent self-handicapping, goal 
orientations and athlete use of self-handicapping. The major results from the canonical 
correlations support two relationships in Eccles’ original model of individual differences 
in motivation and achievement choices: first, athlete perceptions of parent goal 
orientations are positively related to their own goal orientations. Secondly, athlete 
perceptions of parent self-handicapping are positively related to their own use of self- 
handicapping. The hierarchical regression analysis indicated a three-part combination 
that predicts athletes’ tendency to employ self-handicapping: lower athlete task 
orientation and perceived behavioral and claimed parental self-handicapping.
Task value and expectation of success are key components to achievement- 
related choices and performance (Eccles & Harold, 1991). Self-handicapping is an 
achievement-related choice that may be employed less in situations where the athlete 
has a high expectation of success. Where there is question about failure or a less than 
desirable outcome, there is likely a tendency to self-handicap, especially if the subjective 
task value is high. Are parents who provide a model of self-handicapping behaviors 
perhaps creating an environment where it is impossible to have a positive expectation of 
success? Is it possible to self-handicap and still expect true success?
This study highlights an important part of the model of parental influences 
(Eccles et al., 1998). Parents modeling achievement behaviors can be directly linked to 
particular child outcomes: beliefs, values, goals, and performance. In this study, it is
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clear that the athlete’s perceptions of parental use of self-handicapping are reflected in 
their own. Additionally, behaviors are much more predictive of athlete self-handicapping 
than the perceived goal orientations of one’s parents and even the athlete’s own goal 
orientations. In this way, it appears that parental behaviors are a greater influence than 
parental belief systems or even the athlete’s belief systems. The behavior and 
verbalizations related to performance and success that athletes observe in their parents 
matters more than the beliefs they perceive their parent holds. This supports what 
Eccles’ model suggests: the influence of parents’ belief systems on child outcomes 
(such as achievement behaviors like self-handicapping) is mediated by parents’ role 
modeling and child-specific behaviors.
Another theoretical implication of the current study is with the proposed construct 
of “parental child-handicapping." Eccles’ model indicates two types of behavior from the 
parent: role-modeling and child-specific. The measure of perceived behavioral and 
claimed parental self-handicapping represents role modeling behaviors while the 4-item 
measure of parent child-handicapping (PSHB) represents a child-specific behavior.
PSHB was significantly related to athlete self-handicapping. While caution must be 
exercised in the interpretation of this, the suggestion that the more athletes perceive 
their parents to be providing excuses and/or behaviorally handicap their child’s 
performance, the more likely athletes are to self-handicap themselves supports Eccles’ 
model. It becomes paramount, therefore, for practitioners and social sport psychologists 
to further examine the effects of child-specific behaviors in parents.
Practical Implications
Parental influences on young athletes is an issue the public knows all too well 
with the frequent stories of fights in the stands, pulling guns on coaches, taking revenge 
on others over playing time, overtraining their children and so on. In addition self- 
handicapping by its very nature is potentially detrimental to success. Any athlete, coach,
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parent, sport psychologist or other practitioner has seen the effects of certain behaviors 
or excuses prior to performance that ultimately prevent the athlete from exerting full 
effort. Some athletes learn over time that self-handicapping their performances protects 
them from the undesirable effects of accepting and learning from failure. Chronic self- 
handicapping can ultimately prohibit a performer from ever experiencing his/her personal 
“best.” How is one to know his/her true abilities and limitations if they are rarely 
performing “authentically?” This kind of achievement behavior can have lasting, 
detrimental effects and therefore should be a concern among practitioners and parents.
Parents and coaches of adolescent athletes can use this information to help 
better understand what they can do specifically prior to their child’s sport performance to 
prevent self-handicapping behaviors. One way is for parents and coaches to have the 
athletes reflect on the skills they possess that will help them succeed in their practice, 
game, etc. If adolescent athletes are reminded of what they do well prior to the 
evaluative performance, they will be less likely to self-handicap their performance 
(Kimble et.al„ 1998).
The results of this study imply that parents (and other socializers) should 
evaluate their own use of excuse-making and behavioral self-handicapping prior to 
performance or evaluation. Parents can work together to observe each other in pre­
game conversations, provide each other feedback and develop positive affirmations to 
provide for their child (and each other). Example affirmations could be, “Do your best no 
matter what the circumstance”, “Whatever the result, if you feel proud of your 
performance that’s all that matters”, and “Don’t worry about the reasons why you might 
not do well, but rather focus on what you can do to make it a great game.” At the same 
time parents should examine their goal orientations and work to promote a high task or 
mastery orientation (more so than working to diminish an ego orientation, even) within 
the social structure and motivational climates in which the athlete participates (team,
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family, etc.) For example, athletes could be encouraged to respond either in writing or 
verbally to the following statements: “One skill I’m going to learn today is...", “In order to 
have fun during the game, I will...”, “I want to practice more because...”, “In today’s 
competition, I felt really good about...” Parents and coaches should monitor these 
responses and provide positive feedback to those that indicate a mastery orientation and 
ask the athlete to rephrase any answers that indicate success defined by social 
comparison. For example, a parent or coach could guide a response like, “In today’s 
competition, I felt really good about scoring more than Sarah" to “In today’s competition,
I felt really good about reaching my goal of scoring two goals to help the team win.”
Socializers need to be aware of what they model and work to change the 
unwanted behaviors. Sport psychologists are charged with the assessment of such 
dynamics and need to identify the types of self-handicapping mechanisms being 
employed, work to eliminate them, discover their purpose and develop alternate, 
healthier ways of dealing with fear of failure, impression management, low self-esteem 
or whatever the underlying issue might be.
Practical implications and intervention in this area should begin with awareness 
and reflection. First, a coach, parent, or even the athletes themselves must recognize 
the pattern of excuse-making or behaviors such as decreasing practice time, repeated 
injury, decreasing effort, intervening commitments or training improperly. In their 
measure of self-handicapping, Prapavessis and colleagues (2004) propose five items to 
determine sport-specific dispositional self-handicapping. These items can be used as 
appropriate probing questions for parents and coaches to identify self-handicapping in 
an athlete: Does the athlete not look after themselves so that if they don’t do well they 
can say it was because they were tired, sick, or injured? Does the athlete intentionally 
not try hard so if they don’t do well they can say it was because they didn’t try? Does the 
athlete fool around (at practice, prior to competition, etc.) so if they don’t do well, they
49
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
can say that was the reason? Does the athlete get involved in a lot of activities at the 
same time so if they don’t do well they can say it was because they were involved in 
other things? Finally, does the athlete let their family and friends keep them from training 
properly so if they don’t do well they can say other people were to blame? In turn, 
parents can ask themselves the same set of questions in regards to their own self- 
handicapping and child-handicapping tendencies. Ultimately, the practitioner, athlete, 
coach, or parent will need to break down the specific self-handicapping mechanisms 
being used, identify the motives (self-presentational and/or self-esteem protection) and 
evaluate the individual’s definition of success and goal orientations.
As exemplified in the questions above, self-handicapping is strongly related to 
the attributions one makes following performance. The purpose after all of self- 
handicapping is to externalize failure thereby discounting the role of one’s ability or 
reasonably accept credit for success thereby augmenting the role of one’s ability 
(Prapavessis et. al., 2004). Therefore, in practice, it is paramount to evaluate one’s 
attributions as well. Perhaps through assessment of attributions, one will discover the 
use of self-handicapping; in essence, two psychological problems are addressed at 
once. It is important for athletes, coaches, parents and practitioners to promote 
motivation in terms of perceptions of competence and control. The chronic self- 
handicapper learns over time that attempting to control an outcome with maladaptive 
efforts prior to performance can protect one’s perception of competence. Attempting to 
protect that key component of one’s motivation can develop into paralysis of one’s 
growth and potential. Ultimately, the inherent goal in eliminating self-handicapping 
behavior is to restore the athlete’s motivation to perform at their very best.
Future Directions
Potential research questions evolving from this research must enhance the 
process of theory to practice. This study explored one way in which parents influence
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specific achievement-related behaviors. Further research is needed in regards to all 
influential socializers including coaches, older siblings, peers, and teachers. Subsequent 
investigations should further examine socialization influences of peers and coaches. 
While not within the scope of this study, it is important to note the large percentage 
(45%) of participants who were the youngest sibling. Future investigations should 
examine the influence of sibling relationship and family structure. These components of 
socialization may have other effects on athlete goal orientations and tendency to self­
handicap.
In order to gain a more complete profile of parental influences on athlete self- 
handicapping, a more accurate, contemporary measure of self-handicapping and 
perceptions of parental self-handicapping needs to be developed. The Self-handicapping 
Scale is somewhat outdated and may contain issues of external validity (Martin & 
Brawley, 1999). Stronger items that represent athletic situations and sport examples are 
needed. An additional subscale may need to be added regarding parents, as well.
In this study, parents modeling self-handicapping in their own lives versus 
providing self-handicapping mechanisms for their child emerged as an important topic.
On the one hand, it is somewhat common to see or hear a parent provide a verbal 
excuse for why their child may not perform well at the game, “He didn’t sleep well last 
night,” “She’s been feeling sick all week,” “I don’t think he likes that position very much.” 
The examples are numerous and may have lasting effects on young athletes. There are 
also examples of parents who may behavioraliy self-handicap their child to provide a 
concrete reason for low performance, such as malnutrition, sleep deprivation, over­
training/exercising (or, on the other hand, disallowing sufficient training), not allowing 
extra practice time, etc. It is important to develop more accurate, operationally-defined 
constructs with regard to what types of behavioral handicaps are used within the culture
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of sport families. This can be accomplished through more qualitative research to gather 
examples of how parents and athletes employ self-handicapping.
Lastly, there must be further examination of athlete goal orientations in 
combination with parental self-handicapping as predictors of athlete self-handicapping. 
Analyses in varying settings, with various age groups, and subjective task value will help 
identify when and how socializers are most influential. Longitudinal research would be 
invaluable for determining developmental aspects of the self-handicapping process and 
parental influences on athletes.
The motives for self-handicapping have been examined in laboratory-based 
experimental settings (Berglas & Jones, 1978; Jones & Berglas, 1978; Kolditz & Arkin, 
1982). If researchers and practitioners are to better understand athlete achievement 
beliefs and behaviors, the motives behind these behaviors must be explored further in 
the field. Future questions might include: Do athletes primarily self-handicap their 
performances to protect their public or private self? Does impression management or 
self-esteem protection (or both) motivate athletes to self-handicap? Do particular sport 
situations (e.g. performance vs. practice) provide different reasons for self- 
handicapping?
Self-handicapping is an achievement behavior that limits individuals from 
maximizing their potential and achieving their best. It is the charge of social sport 
psychologists, researchers and practitioners alike, to eliminate performance-hindering 
behaviors and processes like self-handicapping. By further examining adolescent 
athletes and their parents in this area, sport psychology will make strides in bridging the 
disconnect between success, performance, and socialization. If it remains true that self- 
handicappers are “legion in sport” as Berglas and Jones (1978) suggested almost three 
decades ago, the goal must be to help young athletes eliminate their propensity to self­
sabotage not only specific performances but also their long-term development as
52
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competent individuals. Ultimately, it is about working toward a more positive sport 
experience for athlete and parent alike.
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APPENDIX A 
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please complete the following information about yourself:
1. Are you: (circle one) Male Female
2. Age:______________
3. What age group do you play in? (circle one)
U14 U15 U16 U17 U18
Team Name:___________________________________________________
4. How many years have you played soccer?____________
5. Aside from your Seacoast Club team, what other soccer teams/programs 
do you participate in? (Put an X next to all that apply.)
 School  Town __ Indoor League  ODP
Other: _ _________________________________________________
6. Do you play other sports? (circle one) Yes No
a. If yes, what other sports do you play? How many years have you 
played?
Sport Years Sport Years
Example: Swimming_______ 3_____ ____________________________
7. How many brothers do you have?___________ Sisters?___________
a. In your family, you are: (put an X next to one)
the youngest child  the oldest c h i ld  somewhere in the middle the only child
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8. Rate how involved your parents are in your Seacoast sports? (circle a 
number)
1 2 3 4 5
NOT INVOLVED AT ALL EXTREMELY
INVOLVED
9. List all parents/guardians (e.g. mother, father, both parents, stepparents, 
foster parent, etc.) that are involved in your Seacoast sport/s:
10. Think about your MOST involved parent/s. How often do they watch you 
play in games and/or practices? (circle one)
Never Rarely Sometimes Most of the time Always
11. Is one parent MORE involved than the other/s? Yes No
a. If yes, who is the MOST involved?
12. Think about your athletic ability. Circle the words that best describe you.
Poor Athlete Average Athlete Very Good Athlete
Part One is complete! Thank you! You may continue on to the next page. ©
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A P P E N D IX  B
ADAPTED SELF-HANDICAPPING SCALE (SHS)
Think about the kind of athlete you are most of the time. Read each sentence. Show how much 
you agree with each sentence by circling one number. Use the following scale:
0 = disagree very much 3 = agree a little
1 = disagree pretty much 4 = agree pretty much
2 = disagree a little 5 = agree very much
1. When I do something wrong, my first reaction is to blame other things.
0 1 2 3 4 5
2. I usually put things off until the last moment.
0 1 2 3 4 5
3 .1 guess I feel “under the weather” more often than most people.
0 1 2 3 4 5
4 .1 always try to do my best, no matter what.
0 1 2 3 4 5
5 .1 am easily distracted when I try to read.
0 1 2 3 4 5
6 .1 try not to get too involved in sport so it won’t hurt too much if I lose or do poorly.
0 1 2 3 4 5
7 .1 would do a lot better if I tried harder.
0 1 2 3 4 5
8. Someday I might “get it all together.”
0 1 2 3 4 5
9 .1 sometimes enjoy being a little sick for a day or two because it takes off the pressure.
0 1 2 3 4 5
10.1 would do much better if I did not let my feelings get in the way.
0 1 2 3 4 5
11.1 admit that I want to make excuses when I don’t live up to other’s expectations.
0 1 2 3 4 5
12.1 often think I have more than my share of bad luck in sports and games.
0 1 2 3 4 5
13.1 over eat and drink more often than I should.
0 1 2 3 4 5
14. Sometimes I get so sad that even easy tasks become hard.
0 1 2 3 4 5
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APPE N D IX  C
PERCEIVED PARENT SHS
For each item below, think about your parent or parents who are most involved 
in your sport activities. Think about how they act most of the time. Use the 
following scale:
0 = disagree very much 3 = agree a little
1 = disagree pretty much 4 = agree pretty much
2 = disagree a little 5 = agree very much
1. When my parent/s do something wrong, their first reaction is to blame other 
things.
0 1 2 3 4 5
2. My parent/s usually put things off until the last moment.
0 1 2 3 4 5
3. My parent/s feel “under the weather” more often than most people.
0 1 2 3 4 5
4. My parent/s always try to do their best, no matter what.
0 1 2 3 4 5
5. My parent/s are easily distracted when they try to read.
0 1 2 3 4 5
6. My parent/s try not to get too involved in sport so it won’t hurt too much if they 
lose or do poorly.
0 1 2 3 4 5
7. My parents would do a lot better if they tried harder.
0 1 2 3 4 5
8. Someday my parent/s might “get it all together.”
0 1 2 3 4 5
9. My parent/s sometimes enjoy being a little sick for a day or two because it
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takes off the pressure.
0 1 2 3 4 5
10. My parent/s would do much better if they did not let their feelings get in the 
way.
0 1 2 3 4 5
11. My parent/s want to make excuses when they don’t live up to other’s 
expectations.
0 1 2 3 4 5
12. My parent/s often think they have more than their share of bad luck in sports 
and games.
0 1 2 3 4 5
13. My parent/s over eat and drink more often than they should.
0 1 2 3 4 5
14. Sometimes my parent/s get so sad that even easy tasks become hard.
0 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX D
FOUR-ITEM PERCEIVED PARENT CHILD-HANDICAPPING MEASURE (PSHB)
For each item below, think about your parent or parents who are most involved in your 
sport activities. Now, think about how they respond to vour sport performance most of 
the time. Use the following scale.
2. My parent/s try not to get too involved in my sport so it won’t hurt too much if I lose or 
do poorly.
0 1 2 3 4 5
3. When I do something wrong, my parent/s first reaction is to blame other things.
0 1 2 3 4 5
4. My parent/s often think I have more than my share of bad luck in sports and games.
0 1 2 3 4 5
0 = disagree very much
1 = disagree pretty much
2 = disagree a little
3 = agree a little
4 = agree pretty much
5 = agree very much
1. My parent/s want to make excuses when I don’t live up to other’s expectations.
0 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX E
TASK AND EGO ORIENTATION IN SPORT QUESTIONNAIRE (TEOSQ)
Please read each of the statements listed below and indicate how much you personally 
agree with each statement by circling the appropriate response.
When do you feel most successful in sport? In other words, when do you feel a sport
activity has gone really well for you?
I feel most successful in sport when...
I’m the only one who can do the play or skill.
I learn a new skill and it makes me want to 
practice more.
I can do better than my friends.
The others can’t do as well as me.
I learn something that is fun to do.
Others mess-up and I don’t.
I learn a new skill by trying hard.
I work really hard.
I score the most points/goals/hits etc.
Something I learn makes me want to go and 
practice more.
I’m the best.
A skill I learn really feels right.



























SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
SD D N A SA
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APPENDIX F
PERCEIVED PARENT TEOSQ
Please read each of the statements listed below and indicate how much you personally 
agree with each statement by circling the appropriate response.
When does your parent feel you are most successful in life? In other words, when does 
your parent feel an activity has gone really well for you?

































1 am the only one who can do the play or skill. SD D N A SA
1 learn a new skill and it makes me want to
practice more. SD D N A SA
1 can do better than my friends. SD D N A SA
The others can’t do as well as me. SD D N A SA
1 learn something that is fun to do. SD D N A SA
Others mess-up and 1 don’t. SD D N A SA
1 learn a new skill by trying hard. SD D N A SA
1 work really hard. SD D N A SA
1 score the most points/goals/hits etc. SD D N A SA
Something 1 learn makes me want to go and
practice more. SD D N A SA
1 am the best. SD D N A SA
A skill 1 learn really feels right. SD D N A SA
1 do my very best. SD D N A SA
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APPENDIX H
CONSENT FORM
CONSENT FORM FOR ADOLESCENT PARTICIPATION IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
WHO IS THE INVESTIGATOR?
My name is Kristina Moore and I am a graduate student at the University of New 
Hampshire in the Kinesiology: Sport Studies program. I am in my second year of my 
Master’s Degree program. I am studying sport psychology, sport administration, and 
social issues in sport. My advisor, Dr. Heather Barber, will be supervising this project.
She has an extensive background in conducting research particularly in the area of 
motivation and achievement behaviors.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?
The purpose of this research is to examine adolescent athletes’ beliefs and behaviors 
related to achievement. In addition, the study will explore the athletes’ beliefs about 
parent involvement in sport. This information will help better understand the athlete 
experience and optimal performance.
WHAT DOES YOUR CHILD’S PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY INVOLVE?
• Each participant will be asked to complete five short questionnaires. One is a 
simple demographic questionnaire to gather information such as gender, age, 
and sport experience. Each participant will then complete two short 
questionnaires measuring their beliefs and achievement behaviors and two 
short questionnaires measuring their beliefs about parental achievement 
beliefs and behaviors.
• The questionnaires will be administered at the indoor arena prior to or 
following a practice or game. Estimated total time required of each participant 
will be approximately 15 minutes.
WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS OF YOUR CHILD PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?
There are minimal risks to the participation in this study. There is a possibility that a 
participant may experience some emotions related to being questioned about their sport 
experience and parents. Also, there is always the possibility of feeling anxious about 
filling out a questionnaire. However, these measures have been used extensively in 
sport psychology research.
WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF YOUR CHILD PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?
The direct benefit of participating in this study is in contributing to research in the field of 
sport psychology. Upon request, the participant will receive a copy of the final report.
IF YOU CHOOSE TO ALLOW YOUR CHILD TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY, WILL IT COST YOU 
ANYTHING?
There are no costs to you or your child through participation in this study.
WILL YOUR CHILD RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?
There will be no compensation for participation in this study.
68
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
WHAT OTHER OPTIONS ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU DO NOT WANT YOUR CHILD TO TAKE PART IN 
THIS STUDY?
You understand that your consent to allow your child to participate in this research is 
entirely voluntary, and that your refusal to allow your child to participate will involve no 
prejudice, penalty or loss of benefits to which you or your child would otherwise be 
entitled.
CAN YOU WITHDRAW FROM THIS STUDY?
If you consent to your child’s participation in this study, you are free to stop his/her 
participation in the study at any time without prejudice, penalty, or loss of benefits to 
which you or your child would otherwise be entitled.
HOW WILL THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF YOUR RECORDS BE PROTECTED?
The investigator will maintain the confidentiality of all data and records associated with 
your participation in this research. All results will be anonymous and your child will not 
be asked to include his/her name. All data will be secured immediately following 
completion.
WHOM TO CONTACT IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY
If you have any questions pertaining to the research you can contact Kristy Moore, 603- 
498-2828 or Dr. Heather Barber in the Kinesiology Department, 603-862-2058.
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject you can contact Julie 
Simpson in the UNH Office of Sponsored Research, 603-862-2003 or 
Julie.simpson@unh.edu to discuss them.
I, CONSENT/AGREE to allow my child to participate in
___________________________ this research study.
Signature of Parent/Guardian Date
Child’s Team Name:
I, DO NOT CONSENT/AGREE to allow my child to
___________________________ participate in this research study.
Signature of Parent/Guardian Date
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• I understand that my parents gave permission for me to participate in this study.
• I understand that my participation is voluntary. In other words, it’s up to me
whether I choose to fill out these surveys. I can say Yes or No.
• I understand that I do not get anything in return for filling out these surveys.
• I understand I can leave if I get tired, don’t want to do any more, or for any other
reason.
• I understand there is no penalty for not completing the surveys.
• I understand there are no right or wrong answers. I can just answer honestly.
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APPENDIX J
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Part# Teams Sex Age AgeGrp Team YrsSccr School
1 4 2 14 1 SUSC 14 1
2 5 2 13 1 1 13 1
3 3 2 14 1 1 9 1
4 3 2 14 1 1 8 1
5 1 2 14 1 9
6 1 2 13 1 1 10
7 3 2 13 1 1 10 1
8 1 2 13 1 1 8
9 1 1 14 1 1 3
10 2 1 14 1 1 7 1
11 3 1 14 1 1 9 1
12 1 1 14 1 7 1
13 2 1 14 1 1 6 1
14 3 1 14 1 1 7
15 2 1 14 1 1 8 1
16 3 1 13 1 1 10 1
17 3 1 14 1 1 10 1
18 2 2 16 4 2 12 1
19 3 2 17 4 2 12
20 1 2 16 4 2 10 1
21 2 2 17 4 2 13 1
22 2 17 5 1 15
23 4 2 17 4 2 13 1
25 3 2 17 5 1 15 1
26 4 2 17 4 2 10 1
27 2 2 15 3 1 11 1
28 3 2 15 2 2 7 1
29 3 2 15 3 1 10 1
30 3 2 16 3 2 10 1
31 3 1 16 3 2 10 1
32 2 1 16 3 1 10 1
33 4 2 15 2 ? 8 1
34 2 2 14 2 2 9 1
35 3 2 15 2 2 8 1
36 3 2 16 3 1 9 1
37 2 2 15 2 2 10 1
38 2 1 16 3 2 10 1
39 3 2 17 4 3 11 1
40 2 2 16 4 ? 8 1
41 4 2 15 2 ? 11 1
42 4 2 15 2 ? 11 1
43 3 2 15 2 ? 12 1
44 4 2 17 4 ? 10 1
45 3 2 15 2 1 10 1
46 2 1 14 2 1 6 1
47 2 1 15 2 1 9 1
48 4 2 14 1 4 9 1
49 2 2 14 1 4 10 1
51 2 2 13 1 3 8
52 3 2 13 1 3 9 1
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Part# Town Indoor ODPorClub SuperY Other OthrSprts Basketball
1 1 1 1 3 8
2 1 1 1 1 3 3
3 1 1 3 6
4 1 1 0
5 1 1
6 1 1




11 1 1 2 3
12 1
13 1 1
14 1 1 1 1
15 1 2 8
16 1 1 2 8
17 1 1 4 7
18 1 3 1




23 1 1 1 13
25 1 1 0
26 1 1 1 1
27 1 1 10
28 1 3 7
29 1 1 0
30 1 1 2
31 1 1 0
32 1 0
33 1 1 1 0
34 1 0
35 1 1 0
36 1 1 0
37 1 1
38 1 1
39 1 1 0
40 1 1 10
41 1 1 1 1 9
42 1 1 1 0
43 1 1 2 7
44 1 1 1 1
45 1 1 0
46 1 4 4
47 1 2
48 1 1 1 2 9
49 1 2
51 1 1 0
52 1 1 0
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Part# Surfing timateFrisb Biking Volleyball Brothers Sisters Birth Order
1 1 1
2 0 1 1
3 0 1 2
4 1 1 1
5 0 1 1
6 0 1 2
7 2 0 3
8 2 3 3
g 0 1 1
10 0 1 1
11 2 0 1
12 1 0 2
13 1 1 2
14 1 2 3
15 0 1 1
16 2 0 1
17 1 0 1
18 1 0 1
19 1 1 3
20 1 0 1
21 0 2 2
22 1 0 1
23 2 1 3
25 1 0 2
26 1 0 2
27 0 1 1
28 0 1 1
29 1 0 1
30 0 1 1
31 0 2 2
32 2 0 2
33 1 0 4
34 1 0 2
35 1 1
36 1 0 1
37 1 1 2
38 0 0 4
39 2 1 3
40 1 1 3
41 2 0 1
42 0 1 2
43 0 2 3
44 0 1 1
45 1 0 1
46 0 2 2
47 0 1 2
48 1 0 1
49 0 0 4
51 1 0 1
52 1 0 1
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Part# Parlnv InvParents Watch IsOneParMMorelnvPai AthlAbil ASH1
1 5 1 5 1 1 3 2
2 3
3 3 1 5 1 2 3 1
4 4 1 5 2 3 1
5 3 1 5 2 3 1
6 5 1 5 2 3 0
7 5 4 1 1 3 3
8 4 1 4 1 1 3 0
9 3 1 4 2 2 1
10 4 1 4 1 1 2 1
11 5 1 5 2 3 0
12 3 1 5 1 1 2 2
13 v 3 1 4 2 3 1
14 4 1 5 2 3 1
15 5 1 5 1 1 3 2
16 3 5 2 3 1
17 3 1 5 1 1 3 0
18 2 4 1 1 2 1
19 3 1 5 1 1 3 1
20 4 1 4 2 3 2
21 5 1 5 1 2 3
22 0
23 3 1 4 2 3 3
25 5 1 4 1 ? 3 1
26 5 1 4 1 1 3 3
27 4 1 5 2 3 1
28 3 1 4 2 3 3
29 4 4 2 3 2
30 4 1 4 2 2 4
31 4 1 4 1 1 2 4
32 4 5 1 1 3 0
33 3 1 4 1 1 3 1
34 2 1 5 2 3 0
35 5 1 5 1 2 2 2
36 5 1 5 2 3 1
37 5 4 1 2 3 2
38 5 5 1 1 3 0
39 5 1 5 1 2 2 3
40 3 1 5 2 3 0
41 3 1 5 2 3 1
42 3 1 5 2 3 0
43 3 1 4 1 2 3 0
44 3 1 4 2 3 0
45 3 4 1 1 2 1
46 4 1 4 1 1 3 1
47 4 1 5 2 3 4
48 5 1 5 2 3 0
49 9 5 1 1 2 2
51 3 3 5 2 2 1
52 4 1 5 2 2 1
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Part# ASH3 ASH6 ASH9 ASH10 ASH 11 ASH 12 ASH 13
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
2 1 0 3 4 0 3 4
3 0 0 2 1 1 2 2
4 0 0 3 3 5 3 4
5 0 0 4 0 1 2 1
6 0 0 3 1 1 0 0
7 2 1 3 3 3 2 1
8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
9 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
10 0 2 0 0 2 1 2
11 0 0 2 3 3 0 2
12 3 1 4 4 3 2 3
13 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
14 0 0 3 3 2 0 1
15 0 1 0 1 2 0 0
16 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
17 0 1 3 3 2 0 0
18 0 0 5 3 4 2 0
19 1 1 4 4 2 1 3
20 3 1 4 3 2 1 2
21 2 5 4 3 4 1 1
22 4 0 3 4 1 1 0
23 3 0 3 2 3 2 1
25 1 1 3 1 2 3 1
26 1 1 3 4 3 3 3
27 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
28 1 0 0 2 1 1 1
29 3 3 3 2 3 2 2
30 1 0 3 3 3 0 0
31 2 1 3 3 4 3 3
32 0 0 0 1 3 0 0
33 0 0 1 0 1 1 3
34 0 0 3 1 1 3 0
35 1 1 1 3 3 1 2
36 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
37 0 0 0 3 3 3 2
38 0 0 0 3 2 1 3
39 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
40 0 0 1 1 1 1 0
41 0 2 3 1 2 3 1
42 1 2 0 1 2.11 2 1
43 1 2 3 2 2 2 3
44 0 0 0 4 0 0 0
45 1 0 1 3 1 2 2
46 0 5 3 3 1 0 3
47 0 0 5 3 5 3 5
48 0 1 0 5 3 1 0
49 0 0 4 4 3 2 1
51 0 0 4 0 3 1 1
52 1 0 4 1 3 3 1
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Part# ASH 14 ASH2 ASH4 ASH5 ASH7 ASH8 ATEOSQ2
1 1 3 0 0 1 1 4
2 3 4 3 4 4 3 4
3 0 0 1 0 1 0 5
4 4 4 0 4 1 4 5
5 0 3 0 0 4 4 5
6 1 0 0 3 1 2 4
7 3 3 0 2 3 3 4
8 0 1 0 0 2 0 4
9 1 1 1 4 1 1 4
10 0 2 1 2 3 2 4
11 0 2 1 4 1 2 5
12 1 4 1 3 4 1 3
13 0 2 1 3 1 3 4
14 0 2 0 4 1 3 4
15 0 3 1 4 1 2 5
16 1 3 0 4 4 5 4
17 3 1 1 3 1 2 3
18 0 3 0 5 1 5 5
19 1 4 1 5 3 3 4
20 3 2 1 1 2 3 4
21 0 5 2 1 1 2 4
22 1 2 0 3 0 1 4
23 1 2 2 5 2 3 4
25 2 2 0 3 3 2 5
26 2 1 1 1 4 4 4
27 1 4 5 4 0 3 3
28 2 4 1 4 1 4 4
29 2 5 1 2 3 3 5
30 1 3 0 1 5 2 4
31 2 5 2 4 5 2 4
32 0 1 1 1 0 4 5
33 1 2 1 3 0 1 4
34 0 3 1 0 1 5 5
35 2 3 0 4 5 4 4
36 1 3 0 3 4 2.87 5
37 2 3 0 4 0 2 4
38 0 1 0 3 2 2 5
39 0 0 0 3 0 5 5
40 0 5 1 4 1 1 5
41 1 2 0 3 0 5 5
42 3 5 2 0 2 4 5
43 0 5 2 0 3 2 3
44 0 0 0 0 2 5 4
45 2 3 1 0 1 2 5
46 0 3 0 1 3 2.87 5
47 0 3 0 3 3 0 3
48 2 5 1 4 3 3 4
49 1 2 0.86 3 1 4 4
51 0 2 1 0 3 3 4
52 1 2 1 3 2 1 4
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Part# ATEOSQ5 ATEOSQ7 ATEOSQ8 ATEOSQ1CATEOSQ12ATEOSQ13 ATEOSQ1
1 2 4 5 3 3 3 5
2 5 5 5 5 4 5 2
3 4 4 3 5 3 4 4
4 4 4 5 4 5 5 4
5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5
6 5 5 5 4 4 5 2
7 4 4 4 4 3 5 2
8 4 5 5 4 4 3 2
g 4 4 3 4 5 3 3
10 4 5 5 3 5 4 2
11 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
12 4 4 4 4 4 5 2
13 5 4 4 4 3 3 4
14 4 5 5 5 4 5 4
15 5 5 5 5 3 5 2
16 4 4 4 4 4 4 2
17 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
18 5 4 5 5 5 5 2
19 4 4 4 3 3 4 4
20 4 4 4 3 4 4 3
21 4 4 5 4 4 4 5
22 4 5 5 5 4 5 3
23 4 4 4 4 4 5 5
25 5 5 4 4 4 5 4
26 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
27 3 4 5 4 3 3 3
28 4 4 5 4 4 5 3
29 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
30 5 4 5 4 4 5 4
31 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
32 4 5 5 5 4 5 4
33 4 4 5 3 4 5 3
34 5 5 4 4 5 4 2
35 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
36 4 5 5 5 4 5 3
37 4 4 4 4 4 5 3
38 5 5 5 5 5 5 3
39 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
40 5 5 5 4 3 4 3
41 4 4 5 5 3 5 3
42 4 3 5 3 4 5 3
43 4 4 5 3 3 3 4
44 4 5 5 5 5 5 2
45 3 4 5 5 4 4 5
46 4 5 4 5 5 5 4
47 5 4 5 3 3 5 1
48 5 5 4 4 4 5 3
49 5 5 5 4 3 5 3
51 4 4 4 3 3 4 1
52 4 4 4 4 4 5 1
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Part# ATEOSQ3 ATEOSQ4 ATEOSQ6 ATEOSQ9 ATEOSQ11 PSH1 PSH3
1 3 3 4 4 5 1 0
2 4 3 2 3 3 2 0
3 5 3 4 3 3 3 1
4 3 4 4 1 1 4 0
5 4 4 1 2 2 2 1
6 5 2 2 2 2 0 0
7 3 4 2 2 2 2 2
8 2 2 1 4 2 0 0
9 5 3.02 2 3.29 2 0 0
10 3 4 2 4 4 2 0
11 4 4 4 4 3 0 0
12 3 2 3 3 3 2 0
13 3 3 3 3 3 2 0
14 3 3 2 2 3 0 0
15 3 3 1 3 1 0 0
16 3 3 2 3 2 0 1
17 5 4 3 4 2 0 1
18 2 2 1 1 1 3 0
19 5 3 3 5 3 1 1
20 4 4 4 2 4 1 1
21 5 5 5 5 5 3 1
22 4 4 2 4 5 0 1
23 4 4 4 4 5 3 3
25 3 2 2 4 3 2 2
26 3 3 2 2 2 2 2
27 3 2 2 3 3 2 0
28 3 4 3 3 2 2 1
29 5 3 4 4 4 1 1
30 4 4 4 3 3 3 1
31 4 4 4 4 4 3 2
32 4 5 2 2 4 0 0
33 3 3 2 3 2 0 1
34 3 3 3 5 4 1 2
35 2 2 2 3 2 4 1
36 4 3 3 4 4 2 1
37 4 3 4 5 2 4 0
38 3 2 3 5 5 0 1
39 2 2 2 5 3 2 0
40 3 3 4 4 3 0 1
41 3 2 2 3 2 0 0
42 3 2 4 2 1 0 0
43 3 3 4 5 2 0 0
44 4 4 1 2 2 0 0
45 3 4 4 4 4 1 4
46 3 3 3 4 3 1 0
47 4 3 3 1 2 0 0
48 3 3 1 5 2 2 0
49 2 3 2 2 1 1 1
51 3 2 2 2 1 1 0
52 3 2 1 2 1 0 0
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Part# PSH6 PSH9 PSH10 PSH11 PSH12 PSH13 PSH14
1 0 0 1 1 1 0 2
2 1 0 0 0 0 3 1
3 1 2 2 1 1 2 0
4 1 2 2 2 3 3 1
5 5 4 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
7 3 2 4 4 2 2 3
8 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 0 0 1 2 0 0 0
11 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
12 1 0 3 3 1 2 1
13 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
15 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
16 1 3 1 1 1 1 1
17 1 0 1 1 1 2 1
18 3 4 5 3 0 3 0
19 4 1 2 1 0 0 1
20 1 2 2 1 2 2 2
21 5 0 0 1 4 0 0
22 0 3 4 1 0 0 1
23 0 0 1 2 0 0 0
25 2 4 2 3 2 4 1
26 2 1 2 1 1 2 2
27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 0 2 2 2 1 2 3
29 2 2 2 1 0 1 1
30 1 3 3 1 1 1 0
31 1 5 5 5 3 2 2
32 0 0 1 1 2 0 0
33 1 3 0 0 0 2 0
34 3 3 3 1 3 1 2
35 1 3 1 1 1 2 3
36 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
37 3 0 3 3 2 5 5
38 5 1 0 1 1 1 0
39 3 0 2 0 0 0 0
40 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
41 0 0 2 1 3 0 0
42 3 4 3 0 2 0 2
43 3 0 3 3 0 2 2
44 0 0 2 0 1 3 0
45 0 0 4 1 1 0 1
46 0 0 3 0 0 1 0
47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
48 0 3 3 1 2 4 1
49 0 3 2 0 1 3 4
51 0 1 2 1 1 0 0
52 0 3 4 1 0 0 0
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Part# PSH2 PSH4 PSH5 PSH7 PSH8 PSHB1 PSHB2
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2 2 1 2 0 2 1
4 1 0 2 0 3 3 0
5 0 1 0 3 3 0 0
6 0 0 2 1 0 0 0
7 2 1 3 3 4 3 3
8 0 4 0 1 0 0 0
g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 0 2 0 0 2 1 1
11 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
12 0 0 1 1.63 2 0 0
13 1 2 1 1 0 0 0
14 1 4 0 0 3 0 1
15 0 4 2 0 1 0 0
16 0 0 2 3 3 1 1
17 1 1 1 2 0 1 0
18 4 3 3 5 5 3 1
19 1 2 0 3 4 2 1
20 1 3 2 1 2 1 1
21 2 2 1 1 1 3 1
22 0 4 0 0 0 0 2
23 3 1 2 0 0 0 0
25 0 0 3 2 1 2 2
26 2 2 1 1 4 2 3
27 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
28 1 2 1 2 5 3 1
29 1 1 2 2 2 2 3
30 0 0 0 4 3 1 1
31 4 2 3 5 2 3 1
32 1 2 0 1 4 3 0
33 0 0 2 0 1 0 2
34 0 0 0 1 5 1 2
35 1 1.08 2 3 2 1 1
36 1 0 3 2 2 1 1
37 3 3 4 4 4 0 0
38 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
39 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
40 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
41 5 0 0 0 0 1 0
42 2 1 2 0 3 5 2
43 2 1 0 4 0 1 1
44 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
45 0 1 2 1 1 1 0
46 0 0 0 0 2.21 0 0
47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
48 0 0 0 1 2 0 0
49 1 0 0 2 4 1 0
51 0 1 0 1 4 2 0
52 0 1 2 1 2 0 0
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Part# PSHB3 PSHB4 PTEOSQ2 PTEOSQ5 PTEOSQ7 PTEOSQ8 PTEOSQ1C
1 0 0 2 2 3 4 2
2 0 1 5 4 3 5 5
3 1 0 5 3 2 4 4
4 2 4 5 5 4 3 5
5 0 0 5 4 5 5 5
6 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
7 2 3 4 4 4 4 4
8 0 0 4 5 5 5 4
9 0 0 4 5 5 5 5
10 0 1 4 3 5 4 4
11 0 0 4 5 5 5 5
12 0 1 4 5 5 5 5
13 0 0 4 5 4 5 5
14 0 0 5 4 5 5 5
15 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
16 0 1 4 4 4 4 4
17 0 0 4 4 4 4 5
18 0 2 5 5 5 5 4
19 1 3 2 3 4 4 3
20 2 1 4 4 3 5 4
21 4 1 4 5 5 5 4
22 1 1 5 5 5 5 5
23 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
25 3 3 4 5 5 4 4
26 2 2 4 4 4 4 4
27 0 0 4 3 3 4 4
28 3 3 4 5 4 5 3
29 2 2 3 4 4 4 3
30 2 1 4 5 5 5 5
31 2 2 4 4 5 5 4
32 2 0 5 5 5 5 5
33 0 1 4 5 5 5 3
34 2 1 3 4 4 5 4
35 2 1 3 3 3 3 3
36 1 1 5 5 5 5 5
37 2 2 3 4 4 4 4
38 0 2 5 5 5 5 5
39 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
40 0 0 4 4 5 5 4
41 0 2 3 2 4 2 1
42 0 3 3 3 5 1 1
43 1 0 3 3 3 4 3
44 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
45 0 1 5 3 4 4 4
46 1 1 5 5 5 5 5
47 0 0 4 4 4 4 3
48 0 2 4 4 4 5 4
49 1 0 4 5 5 5 5
51 0 1 3 4 3 4 3
52 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
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Part# PTEOSQ15PTEOSQ13 PTEOSQ1 PTEOSQ3 PTEOSQ4 PTEOSQ6 PTEOSQ9
1 2 4 4 3 5 2.8 5
2 4 4 3 4 4 2 5
3 5 5 5 5 4 5 4
4 4 5 4 4 3 4 2
5 5 5 4 4 4 1 5
6 5 5 2 2 1 3 1
7 4 4 2 2 4 2 2
8 5 5 1 2 2 1 4
9 4 5 2 1.5 1 1 2
10 3 4 4 4 3 2 4
11 5 5 4 4 4 3 3
12 4 5 2 2 2 2 2
13 4 5 3 3 3 2 3
14 5 5 4 2 2 2 3
15 5 5 1 2 2 1 1
16 4 4 2 3 4 2 3
17 4 5 4 4 5 5 4
18 3 5 2 3 2 1 1
19 3 2 2 3 4 3 4
20 4 5 4 2 2 2 3
21 2 5 4 3 4 3 5
22 5 5 2 2 2 3 4
23 3 5 5 4 4 4 4
25 5 5 4 4 3 3 4
26 4 4 3 3 4 2 2
27 3 4 1 2 2 2 3
28 4 5 4 3 4 3 4
29 3 5 4 3 3 3 3
30 4 5 4 4 5 4 4
31 3 4 4 3 4 4 4
32 4 5 2 1 1 1 1
33 4 5 2 3 3 2 3
34 4 5 2 4 2 3 4
35 3 3 2 2 2 2 3
36 5 5 3 4 3 3 4
37 4 5 4 4 4 3 3
38 5 5 3 2 2 2 5
39 5 5 1 1 1 1 3
40 4 5 3 4 3 3 3
41 3 1 1 3 1 3 3
42 4 5 1 1 1 1 1
43 3 5 4 4 4 4 1
44 5 5 2 2 2 2 3
45 3 5 5 3 4 3 4
46 5 5 3 3 3 3 4
47 3 5 1 3 3 4 1
48 4 5 3 2 2 2 5
49 3 5 1 1 2 1 1
51 3 4 3 4 3 4 4
52 4 4 3 3 4 2 2
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Part# PTEOSQ11 ASH ACLAIM ABEH ATEOSQ ATASK AEGO
1 5 0.71 0.56 1 3.69 3.43 4
2 4 2.79 2.33 3.6 3.85 4.71 2.83
3 2 0.79 1 0.4 3.85 4 3.67
4 2 2.57 2.56 2.6 3.77 4.57 2.83
5 4 1.43 1 2.2 3.92 4.71 3
6 2 0.86 0.67 1.2 3.62 4.57 2.5
7 2 2.29 2.33 2.2 3.31 4 2.5
8 3 0.43 0.33 0.6 3.23 4.14 2.17
9 2 0.93 0.56 1.6 3.49 3.86 3.05
10 5 1.29 0.89 2 3.77 4.29 3.17
11 3 1.43 1.11 2 4.46 5 3.83
12 3 2.57 2.56 2.6 3.38 4 2.67
13 3 1.36 1 2 3.54 3.86 3.17
14 3 1.43 1.11 2 3.77 4.57 2.83
15 1 1.21 0.67 2.2 3.54 4.71 2.17
16 2 1.86 1.11 3.2 3.31 4 2.5
17 4 1.43 1.33 1.6 4.23 4.71 3.67
18 1 2.07 1.67 2.8 3.31 4.86 1.5
19 2 2.43 2 3.2 3.77 3.71 3.83
20 3 2.14 2.33 1.8 3.69 3.86 3.5
21 3 2.43 2.56 2.2 4.54 4.14 5
22 4 1.43 1.56 1.2 4.15 4.57 3.67
23 5 2.29 2 2.8 4.23 4.14 4.33
25 3 1.79 1.67 2 3.85 4.57 3
26 2 2.43 2.56 2.2 3.31 4 2.5
27 3 1.5 0.56 3.2 3.15 3.57 2.67
28 4 1.79 1.22 2.8 3.69 4.29 3
29 3 2.57 2.44 2.8 4.08 4.14 4
30 5 1.86 1.67 2.2 4.08 4.43 3.67
31 4 3.07 2.78 3.6 4 4 4
32 4 0.79 0.44 1.4 4.15 4.71 3.5
33 2 1.07 0.89 1.4 3.46 4.14 2.67
34 5 1.29 0.89 2 4 4.57 3.33
35 2 2.29 1.78 3.2 3.31 4 2.5
36 4 1.63 1.11 2.57 4.15 4.71 3.5
37 3 1.71 1.67 1.8 3.85 4.14 3.5
38 5 1.21 1 1.6 4.31 5 3.5
39 2 1 0.67 1.6 4.15 5 3.17
40 3 1.14 0.44 2.4 3.92 4.43 3.33
41 1 1.71 1.56 2 3.54 4.43 2.5
42 1 1.79 1.35 2.6 3.38 4.14 2.5
43 5 1.93 1.67 2.4 3.54 3.57 3.5
44 2 0.79 0.44 1.4 3.69 4.71 2.5
45 4 1.43 1.44 1.4 4.15 4.29 4
46 4 1.85 1.78 1.97 4.08 4.71 3.33
47 2 2.43 2.78 1.8 3.23 4 2.33
48 1 2 1.33 3.2 3.69 4.43 2.83
49 2 1.99 1.89 2.17 3.38 4.43 2.17
51 2 1.36 1.11 1.8 2.85 3.71 1.83
52 2 1.71 1.67 1.8 3 4.14 1.67
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Part# PSH PCLAIM PBEH PTEOSQ PTASK PEGO PSHB
1 0.5 0.67 0.2 3.37 2.71 4.13 0
2 0.5 0.78 0 4 4.29 3.67 0.25
3 1.43 1.44 1.4 4.08 4 4.17 1
4 1.71 2 1.2 3.85 4.43 3.17 2.25
5 1.36 1.33 1.4 4.31 4.86 3.67 0
6 0.29 0.11 0.6 3.54 5 1.83 0
7 2.64 2.67 2.6 3.23 4 2.33 2.75
8 0.5 0.22 1 3.54 4.71 2.17 0
9 0 0 0 3.27 4.71 1.58 0
10 0.64 0.56 0.8 3.77 3.86 3.67 0.75
11 0.5 0.44 0.6 4.23 4.86 3.5 0
12 1.26 1.44 0.93 3.54 4.71 2.17 0.25
13 0.86 0.78 1 3.77 4.57 2.83 0
14 0.86 0.44 1.6 3.85 4.86 2.67 0.25
15 0.64 0.22 1.4 3.31 5 1.33 0
16 1.29 1.11 1.6 3.38 4 2.67 0.75
17 0.93 0.89 1 4.31 4.29 4.33 0.25
18 2.93 2.33 4 3.23 4.57 1.67 1.5
19 1.5 1.22 2 3 3 3 1.75
20 1.64 1.56 1.8 3.46 4.14 2.67 1.25
21 1.5 1.56 1.4 4 4.29 3.67 2.25
22 1 1.11 0.8 4 5 2.83 1
23 1.07 1 1.2 4.15 4 4.33 0
25 2 2.44 1.2 4.08 4.57 3.5 2.5
26 1.79 1.67 2 3.38 4 2.67 2.25
27 0.21 0.22 0.2 2.92 3.57 2.17 0
28 1.86 1.67 2.2 4 4.29 3.67 2.5
29 1.36 1.22 1.6 3.46 3.71 3.17 2.25
30 1.5 1.56 1.4 4.54 4.71 4.33 1.25
31 3.14 3.11 3.2 4 4.14 3.83 2
32 0.86 0.44 1.6 3.38 4.86 1.67 1.25
33 0.71 0.78 0.6 3.54 4.43 2.5 0.75
34 1.79 2.11 1.2 3.77 4.14 3.33 1.5
35 1.86 1.89 1.82 2.62 3 2.17 1.25
36 1.29 1.11 1.6 4.31 5 3.5 1
37 3.07 2.78 3.6 3.77 4 3.5 1
38 0.86 1.11 0.4 4.15 5 3.17 0.5
39 0.86 0.78 1 3.38 5 1.5 0
40 0.79 0.67 1 3.85 4.43 3.17 0
41 0.79 0.67 1 2.15 2.29 2 0.75
42 1.57 1.56 1.6 2.15 3.14 1 2.5
43 1.43 1.44 1.4 3.54 3.43 3.67 0.75
44 0.79 0.67 1 3.69 5 2.17 0
45 1.21 1.33 1 3.92 4 3.83 0.5
46 0.52 0.56 0.44 4.23 5 3.33 0.5
47 0 0 0 3.15 3.86 2.33 0
48 1.36 1.78 0.6 3.46 4.29 2.5 0.5
49 1.57 1.67 1.4 3.08 4.57 1.33 0.5
51 0.86 0.67 1.2 3.38 3.43 3.33 0.75
52 1 0.89 1.2 3.38 4 2.67 0
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Part# Teams Sex Age AgeGrp Team YrsSccr School
53 2 2 13 1 ? 5 1
54 3 2 18 5 2 12
55 3 2 13 1 4 8 1
56 4 2 16 3 2 11 1
57 2 1 16 4 1 12 1
58 3 1 17 4 1 12 1
59 1 1 17 4 1 10 1
60 2 2 17 4 PB 12 1
61 2 2 16 3 1 10 1
62 3 1 17 4 ? 13 1
63 2 1 17 4 ? 13 1
64 3 1 16 3 1 11 1
65 2 2 17 4 1 11 1
66 2 1 16 3 ? 12 1
67 2 2 16 4 1 11 1
68 2 2 17 4 1 12 1
69 2 2 14 1 1 9 1
70 3 2 13 1 4 10 1
71 1 2 14 1 4 10 1
72 2 2 14 1 4 8 1
73 2 2 16 4 3 3 1
75 3 2 17 3 3 12 1
76 3 2 17 4 3 12 1
77 3 2 16 3 2 10 1
78 3 2 16 4 3 11 1
79 2 2 17 4 3 10 1
80 2 2 14 1 3 10 1
81 2 1 18 5 ? 12 1
82 2 2 17 4 ? 9 1
83 3 2 15 2 Edmonds 9 1
84 3 2 15 2 Edmonds 7 1
85 3 1 15 2 Wallis 11 1
87 2 2 14 1 Edmonds 8 1
88 2 2 16 3 Johnson 9 1
89 3 2 15 3 Johnson 11 1
90 2 2 16 3 Johnson 11 1
91 4 2 16 3 Johnson 11 1
92 2 2 16 3 2 8 1
93 3 2 18 5 2 13 1
95 2 2 17 4 Masi 14 1
96 2 2 15 4 Masi 10 1
97 3 1 16 3 1 11 1
98 2 2 15 2 1 10 1
99 4 1 18 5 1 12 1
100 4 1 14 1 Kearney 9 1
101 2 2 17 4 Thompson 12 1
102 2 2 15 2 7 1
103 2 1 15 3 10 1
104 2 2 15 3 9 1
105 3 1 15 2 11 1
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Part# Town Indoor ODPorClub SuperY Other OthrSprts Basketball
53 1 0
54 1 1 1 3 12
55 1 1 3 8
56 1 1 0
57 1 1 11




62 1 1 0
63 1 0
64 1 1 1
65 1 4 4
66 1 2
67 1 2
68 1 4 10
69 1 2 5
70 1 1 2 2
71 2 5
72 1 2 8
73 1 1
75 1 1 1
76 1 1 0
77 1 1
78 1 1 1 8




83 1 1 2
84 1 1 2 5
85 1 1 2 2




91 1 1 1 1
92 1 0
93 1 1 2 5
95 1 1
96 1 1 7
97 1 1 1
98 1 0
99 1 1 1 1 10
100 1 1 1 2 3




105 1 1 1 6
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Part# Surfing timateFrisb Biking Volleyball Brothers Sisters Birth Order
53 1 0 1
54 1 0 2
55 2 1 1
56 2 0 1
57 2 0 3
58 1 0 1
59 1 1 2
60 1 0 2
61 2 1 3
62 1 0 1
63 0 1 1
64 0 2 3
65 1 0 1
66 0 0 4
67 1 0 1
68 1 0 2
69 2 0 2
70 0 2 1
71 1 0 4
72 0 1 2
73 0 0 4
75 1 1 1
76 0 1 2
77 3 1
78 1 1 2
79 0 1 1
80 2 1 1
81 0 1 1
82 1 1 1
83 6 1 1 2
84 1 1 1
85 0 1 1
87 1 1 2
88 0 1 1
89 1 0 2
90 1 0 2
91 2 0 3
92 0 0 4
93 2 0 3
95 0 1 2
96 1 0 2
97 0 1 1
98 0 0 2
99 0 3 3
100 1 1 1
101 2 1 1
102 0 1 2
103 1 3 3
104 1 0 1
105 1 2 3
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Part# Parlnv InvParents Watch IsOneParMMorelnvPar AthlAbil ASH1
53 2 1 5 2 2 1
54 5 1 5 1 2 3 1
55 4 1 4 2 2 1
56 3 1 5 1 2 3 1
57 4 1 5 1 2 3 1
58 3 1 4 1 2 3 0
59 5 1 5 1 1 3 0
60 3 4 2 2 1
61 3 1 4 1 1 3 1
62 5 1 4 2 3 1
63 5 4 2 3 1
64 5 4 2 3 1
65 5 1 5 2 3 0
66 4 1 5 2 2 1
67 3 1 4 1 2 2 2
68 5 4 1 2 3 1
69 3 1 4 2 3 0
70 4 5 2 3 1
71 3 5 1 1 3 0
72 3 1 4 1 __ 2 3 3
73 3 1 4 2 2 1
75 3 5 1 1 3 3
76 2 1 4 2 2 1
77 4 1 4 2 2 1
78 2 4 1 1 2 1
79 5 5 1 2 2 0
80 4 1 4 1 2 3 0
81 2 1 4 2 2 0
82 4 1 4 1 1 3 0
83 4 5 2 3 1
84 4 1 4 1 2 3 3
85 4 1 5 2 3 0
87 4 1 4 2 3 1
88 3 1 5 1 1 3 2
89 3 4 1 1 3 2
90 2 1 4 1 2 3 2
91 4 1 5 2 3 3
92 4 5 1 2 3 0
93 2 1 5 2 3 0
95 5 5 1 2 3 3
96 4 1 4 1 2 3 0
97 4 1 5 2 3 1
98 4 10 5 1 1 3 0
99 2 1 4 1 2 3 1
100 4 1 4 2 2 1
101 4 1 4 2 2 1
102 4 1 5 1 2 3 3
103 4 1 4 2 3 1
104 3 3 5 1 2 2 0
105 5 6 5 2 3 3
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Part# ASH3 ASH6 ASH9 ASH 10 ASH 11 ASH12 ASH 13
53 0 0 2 0 1 1 0
54 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
55 1 1 3 4 3 4 1
56 1 1 2 2 2 2 1
57 1 0 3 2 4 2 1
58 2 0 0 3 2 2 3
59 1 0 3 1 1 1 0
60 1 0 1 0 0 1 1
61 0 0 0 1 2 1 1
62 1 0 3 3 1 2 2
63 0 0 3 2 1 1 2
64 1 0 1 1 1 0 0
65 2 5 0 5 0 2 0
66 0 0 3 1 0 3 3
67 1 0 1 1 3 2 3
68 1 0 0 1 1 2 1
69 1 0 3 0 2 2 1
70 1 0 1 0 0 3 1
71 1 0 1 1 0 1 0
72 1 0 2 1 3 4 1
73 1 0 3 2 4 2 1
75 0 0 3 4 3 2 2
76 0 1 0 0 1 1 0
77 1 1 1 2 1 2 1
78 2 0 0 1 2 1 3
79 2 0 0 1 1 2 0
80 0 0 0 0 2 3 0
81 1 0 0 4 0 1 0
82 2 0 0 3 3 1 3
83 2 3 2 4 1 2 4
84 2 1 1 2 4 2 1
85 0 0 0 5 0 0 3
87 1 0.64 3 3 3 2 2
88 0 0 1 0 2 0 0
89 2 0 3 4 3 3 0
90 0 0 1 2 3 3 3
91 1 0 4 2 2 1 1
92 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
93 2 0 0 3 4 4 2
95 1 5 0 5 3 1 2
96 1 0 1 3 3 3 2
97 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
98 0 0 2 1 5 0 3
99 0 0.64 4 0 2 0 2
100 1 0 2 3 2 2 1
101 1 2 3 4 2 1 4
102 0 0 2 3 3 3 0
103 0 0 1 5 1 0 1
104 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
105 0 0 4 1 3 1 3
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Part# ASH 14 ASH2 ASH4 ASH5 ASH7 ASH8 ATEOSQ2
53 0 0 1 3 2 4 4
54 0 4 1 3 1 0 2
55 0 3 1 5 4 4 3
56 1 4 1 5 3 4 4
57 1 4 1 0 3 4 4
58 3 0 0 5 0 5 4
59 0 4 0 0 0 0 4
60 1 3 0 2 0 3 4
61 1 2 0 2 1 3 4
62 2 4 1 4 1 3 4
63 0 4 1 3 0 3 4
64 1 2 1 4 1 1 3
65 1 0 0 1 5 4 3
66 3 4 0 3 1 3 4
67 0 4 0 4 4 4 4
68 0 3 2 2 2 2 4
69 1 3 0 0 0 3 4
70 0 2 1 4 2 1 5
71 0 0 0 1 1 3 5
72 0 2 1 0 3 1 3
73 1 2 1 1 4 4 4
75 4 5 0 5 5 4 5
76 0 2 1 1 5 4 4
77 0 4 1 2 3 3 4
78 0 3 1 2 3 3 4
79 0 1 4 3 3 2 4
80 0 3 0 0 5 5 5
81 0 5 1 5 3 3 4
82 3 4 1 5 3 1 5
83 3 3 0 4 4 4 3
84 1 5 3 0 3 3 4
85 0 0 0 0 5 5 5
87 1 4 0 4 2 3 4
88 0 1 0 0 2 0 5
89 0 3 1 4 1 2 4
90 1 4 1 1 3 3 4
91 1 4 1 2 4 3 5
92 0 3 0 2 1 0 4
93 3 5 1 5 3 4 4
95 1 5 2 0 5 3 3
96 4 4 0 3 5 5 5
97 0 0 1 0 0 1 4
98 0 3 1 0 3 5 5
99 0 5 2 3 2 3 5
100 0 3 1 2 2 1 4
101 1 4 1 1 2 3 4
102 1 1 0 1 0 4 4
103 0 1 0 1 5 4 5
104 0 4 0 5 2 3 5
105 2 4 1 2 3 5 5
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Part# ATEOSQ5 ATEOSQ7 ATEOSQ8 ATEOSQ1CATEOSQ15ATEOSQ12 ATEOSQ1
53 4 4 5 4 4 4 2
54 3 5 5 4 3 4 4
55 3 4 5 3 4 4 2
56 4 4 4 3 3 4 4
57 4 5 5 4 4 5 4
58 4 5 5 4 5 5 1
59 4 5 5 5 5 5 1
60 3 4 5 4 3 5 2
61 4 4 5 4 4 5 2
62 4 4 4 4 4 4 2
63 4 4 5 4 4 5 2
64 5 5 4 3 4 5 4
65 1 5 4 2 4 4 3
66 4 5 5 4 4 5 2
67 4 4 3 4 4 5 2
68 4 5 5 4 4 5 3
69 5 5 5 4 3 5 4
70 5 5 5 5 5 5 3
71 5 5 5 4 4 5 3
72 3 4 5 4 2 5 2
73 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
75 5 5 5 4 5 5 4
76 4 4 4 4 4 5 1
77 5 4 5 4 4 5 3
78 4 4 5 4 4 5 3
79 4 4 5 3 4 5 4
80 5 5 5 5 4 4 3
81 4 4 4 3 3 3 1
82 3 5 5 4 3 4 4
83 4 4 4 3 4 3 3
84 4 4 2 3 4 4 4
85 5 5 5 5 5 5 2
87 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
88 4 5 5 5 4 4 4
89 4 4 4 4 4 4 5
90 4 5 4 4 4 4 2
91 4 5 5 5 4 5 3
92 4 5 5 3 3 5 3
93 3 2 3 3 3 3 3
95 4 3 4 3 3 4 1
96 2 5 5 5 4 5 4
97 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
98 4 5 4 3 3 4 2
99 3 5 5 5 3 5 5
100 5 4 5 4 5 5 3
101 4 4 4 3 4 2 2
102 4 4 5 4 4 4 5
103 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
104 3 5 5 5 5 5 3
105 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
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Part# ATEOSQ3 ATEOSQ4 ATEOSQ6 ATEOSQ9 ATEOSQ11 PSH1 PSH3
53 2 1 2 1 1 0 0
54 4 3 4 5 4 1 0
55 2 1 2 4 2 2 1
56 4 4 2 2 4 1 1
57 4 4 4 4 4 5 2
58 3 2 2 1 3 5 0
59 4 1 3 5 3 3 0
60 3 3 2 3 4 0 1
61 2 5 2 3 3 1 2
62 1 1 4 3 3 0 2
63 1 1 2 4 2 2 3
64 4 4 3 2 3 3 2
65 4 3 2 2 2 1 0
66 3 2 2 3 2 2 0
67 3 3 2 2 1 1 0
68 3 3 2 4 4 1 0
69 4 3 2 3 2 2 1
70 3 3 2 5 3 3 0
71 3 4 4 3 3 0 0
72 3 2 3 4 3 1 0
73 3 3 3 2 2 1 1
75 4 2 2 4 4 3 0
76 2 2 2 3 1 0 0
77 3 4 2 3 3 1 1
78 2 2 2 2 4 2 2
79 4 4 3 3 2 2 2
80 3 3 1 2 2 0 0
81 4 2 1 3 1 3 0
82 4 4 3 5 3 0 1
83 4 4 1 1 2 1 2
84 2 2 2 3 4 3 4
85 1 1 1 2 1 0 0
87 4 4 4 3 3 3 1
88 4 4 3 4 3 0 2
89 4 4 4 3 2 4 4
90 3 3 4 4 4 3 1
91 3 4 4 4 5 2 1
92 4 3 2 2 3 0 0
93 4 4 3 4 4 1 1
95 3 5 2 1 1 1 1
96 4 2 1 2 2 0 1
97 4 4 4 2 4 0 0
98 2 3 4 4 3 3 3
99 2 1 3 4 3 0 0
100 4 3 2 5 2 1 3
101 2 3 3 4 2 1 1
102 5 4 3 5 5 3 1
103 1 1 1 4 2 0 0
104 1 1 1 2 5 0 0
105 5 5 5 5 5 4 0
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Part# PSH6 PSH9 PSH10 PSH11 PSH12 PSH13 PSH14
53 4 0 3 0 0 0 0
54 1 0 1 0 0 3 0
55 0 3 2 2 1 3 3
56 2 3 2 3 2 2 2
57 3 0 3 5 3 1 0
58 0 3 2 3 3 2 3
59 0 3 1 0 0 0 0
60 2 2 2 0 1 2 1
61 1 1 3 2 2 3 1
62 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
63 0 3 1 0 0 1 0
64 0 2 3 4 2 4 1
65 0 0 4 0 2 1 0
66 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
67 2 1 1 1 2 2 0
68 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
69 3 3 3 2 3 2 3
70 0 2 0 0 0 0 1
71 0 3 0 0 1 1 0
72 0 2 1 1 2 1 2
73 1 2 3 1 5 2 2
75 0 3 5 5 2 3 4
76 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
77 1 1 3 1 2 1 1
78 4 1 0 0 1 2 1
79 4 0 0 0 0 3 0
80 5 0 0 1 0 2 2
81 0 0 4 0 4 0 0
82 0 0 1 0 0 4 3
83 4 1 1 1 3 3 2
84 1 1 3 2 3 3 2
85 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
87 3 3 3 1 2 1 2
88 0 1 2 0 0 0 1
89 3 4 4 4 3 3 4
90 1 1 2 2 2 2 1
91 2 2 4 1 1 0 1
92 0 3 0 0 0 2 0
93 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
95 0 1 3 0 1 0 0
96 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
97 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
98 0 4 1 1 0 4 0
99 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
100 1 1 0 2 3 3 2
101 1 3 2 1 1 1 1
102 1 1 3 2 4 4 0
103 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
104 0 0 2 0 3 2 0
105 2 1 3 3 3 1 1
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Part# PSH2 PSH4 PSH5 PSH7 PSH8 PSHB1 PSHB2
53 3 0 0 2 5 0 1
54 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
55 0 3 1 3 4 1 0
56 3 2 1 3 3 1 1
57 3 0 3 3 3 • 0 0
58 5 4 1 0 3 0 0
59 2 1 2 0 0 0 0
60 1 0 4 2 2 1 1
61 2 0 2 0 4 1 3
62 2 1 2 0 0 0 0
63 0 2 0 0 2 0 0
64 1 2 1 3 3 4 0
65 0 0 3 5 3 0 0
66 1 1 1 3 1 0 0
67 1 2 0 2 4 1 1
68 1 3 1 2 2 3 2
69 2 0 0 0 0 1 1
70 1 0 3 2 0 3 0
71 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
72 1 1 2 3 3 1 0
73 1 1 1 2 5 1 1
75 4 0 4 4 5 4 0
76 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
77 1 1 1 3 2.21 1 1
78 2 1 0 0 0 0 1
79 2 1 1 1 0 2 1
80 2 0 0 0 5 0 0
81 4 1 2 4 3 3 0
82 3 1 0 4 5 0 0
83 5 1 0 4 4 1 4
84 3 1 3 2 2 4 0
85 0 0 0 3 5 0 0
87 2 1 1 1 4 2 4
88 1 4 2 0 0 0 1
89 4 1 4 3 2 3 0
90 2 2 1 3 3 1 2
91 2 2 1 4 3 1 1
92 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
93 0 0 1.29 0 4 1 0
95 1 5 0 0 0 1 1
96 3 1 1.29 4 1 1 1
97 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
98 0 1 0 1 , 5 0 0
99 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
100 3 0 1 0 2 2 0
101 1 1 0 0 3 1 1
102 1 1 1 3 4 2 2
103 1 0 1 3 0 0 4
104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
105 2 2 1 3 4 0 0
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Part# PSHB3 PSHB4 PTEOSQ2 PTEOSQ5 PTEOSQ7 PTEOSQ8 PTEOSQ1C
53 0 0 4 4 5 5 5
54 0 0 4 3 5 5 4
55 1 2 3 3 4 5 3
56 1 1 4 4 3 3 3
57 0 2 5 5 5 5 5
58 0 0 4 4 5 4 4
59 0 0 4 4 4 5 3
60 0 1 4 4 4.32 5 4
61 1 1 3 5 4 5 4
62 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
63 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
64 4 2 3 3 4 3 3
65 2 3 2 2 4 4 2
66 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
67 2 1 4 5 5 5 5
68 2 1 4 3 4 4 4
69 0 2 4 4 4 5 3
70 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
71 0 0 5 4 4 5 5
72 0 1 2 2 3 4 2
73 1 3 5 4 4 4 4
75 2 1 5 5 4 5 5
76 0 3 4 4 4 4 3
77 1 2 4 4 4 5 5
78 1 1 4 5 4 5 4
79 0 1 5 4 5 5 4
80 0 1 5 5 5 4 5
81 3 3 4 3 3 5 4
82 0 0 5 4 5 5 4
83 2 1 4 3 3 5 3
84 1 2 3 2 3 3 3
85 3 0 5 5 5 5 5
87 1 2 4 4 4 5 5
88 0 0 4 5 5 5 4
89 1 1 5 4 4 5 5
90 1 2 3 3 4 4 4
91 1 3 4 3 4 5 4
92 0 0 4 3 5 5 4
93 0 2 3 3 3 3 3
95 0 1 4 5 5 5 5
96 1 1 3 5 4 4 3
97 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
98 0 0 1 1 4 5 3
99 0 0 3 5 5 5 4
100 1 1 5 5 5 5 4
101 1 1 3 4 3 4 3
102 3 2 4 4 5 4 4
103 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
104 0 0 5 4 5 5 5
105 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
100
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Part# PTEOSQ1SPTEOSQ13[PTEOSQ1 PTEOSQ3 PTEOSQ4LPTEOSQ6 PTEOSQ9
53 4 5 2 1 1 2 2
54 2 5 4 4 4 3 4
55 3 5 2 2 3 4 4
56 4 4 4 3 3 2 4
57 5 5 3 3 3 3 3
58 4 4 2 5 5 5 5
59 2 5 4 4 4 4 5
60 4 5 3 4 3 2 3
61 4 4 3 4 4 4 5
62 4 5 2 2 2 2 2
63 4 4 2 2 2 2 4
64 3 4 4 5 5 5 5
65 5 4 4 3 3 4 3
66 3 4 2 2 2 3 3
67 4 5 2 4 3 2 4
68 3 4 3 2 2 3 3
69 3 5 3 4 3 2 4
70 5 5 5 4 4 3 4
71 4 5 3 3 3 3 3
72 2 4 3 3 2 3 5
73 4 4 5 3 3 4 3
75 4 5 4 3 3 1 4
76 4 5 3 3 4 4 3
77 4 5 4 3 3 3 4
78 4 5 4 3 3 3 4
79 4 5 3 2 1 1 2
80 5 5 3 3 4 3 2
81 4 5 5 4 3 4 4
82 4 5 4 3 3 4 4
83 4 3 2 4 3 1 4
84 2 3 4 4 4 4 4
85 5 5 2 2 2 2 2
87 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
88 4 5 4 4 3 3 4
89 4 5 5 5 4 3 5
90 4 4 3 3 3 2 4
91 4 5 4 3 3 3 5
92 5 3 2 4 3 4 3
93 3 3 3 4 4 4 4
95 4 5 4 4 3 3 4
96 4 5 2 4 3 1 2
97 5 5 4 4 4 3 2
98 3 5 1 1 1 3 5
99 1 5 5 3 2 2 5
100 5 5 4 4 4 4 3
101 3 4 3 3 4 3 4
102 3 4 5 5 5 5 5
103 5 5 1 1 1 1 4
104 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
105 5 5 4 4 4 5 2
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Part# PTEOSQ11 ASH ACLAIM ABEH ATEOSQ ATASK AEGO
53 1 1.07 0.56 2 2.92 4.14 1.5
54 4 0.79 0.22 1.8 3.85 3.71 4
55 2 2.5 2 3.4 3 3.71 2.17
56 3 2.14 1.44 3.4 3.54 3.71 3.33
57 5 1.93 1.67 2.4 4.23 4.43 4
58 5 1.79 1.67 2 3.38 4.57 2
59 5 0.79 0.78 0.8 3.85 4.71 2.83
60 3 1 0.67 1.6 3.46 4 2.83
61 4 1.07 0.78 1.6 3.62 4.29 2.83
62 2 2 1.67 2.6 3.23 4 2.33
63 3 1.5 1.11 2.2 3.23 4.29 2
64 4 1.07 0.67 1.8 3.77 4.14 3.33
65 4 1.79 1.67 2 3 3.29 2.67
66 2 1.79 1.56 2.2 3.46 4.43 2.33
67 5 2.07 1.44 3.2 3.15 4 2.17
68 3 1.29 0.78 2.2 3.85 4.43 3.17
69 2 1.14 1.11 1.2 3.77 4.43 3
70 4 1.21 0.78 2 4.15 5 3.17
71 3 0.64 0.44 1 4.08 4.71 3.33
72 3 1.57 1.67 1.4 3.31 3.71 2.83
73 2 1.93 1.67 2.4 3.46 4 2.83
75 5 2.86 2.33 3.8 4.15 4.86 3.33
76 4 1.21 0.44 2.6 3.08 4.14 1.83
77 3 1.64 1.11 2.6 3.77 4.43 3
78 3 1.57 1.11 2.4 3.46 4.29 2.5
79 3 1.36 0.67 2.6 3.77 4.14 3.33
80 2 1.29 0.56 2.6 3.62 4.71 2.33
81 3 1.64 0.67 3.4 2.85 3.57 2
82 4 2.07 1.67 2.8 4 4.14 3.83
83 3 2.64 2.44 3 3.08 3.57 2.5
84 4 2.21 1.89 2.8 3.23 3.57 2.83
85 2 1.29 0.89 2 3.31 5 1.33
87 4 2.12 1.85 2.6 3.92 4.14 3.67
88 3 0.57 0.56 0.6 4.15 4.57 3.67
89 5 2 1.89 2.2 3.85 4 3.67
90 3 1.93 1.67 2.4 3.77 4.14 3.33
91 4 2.07 1.67 2.8 4.31 4.71 3.83
92 3 0.71 0.44 1.2 3.54 4.14 2.83
93 4 2.57 2 3.6 3.31 3 3.67
95 3 2.57 2.33 3 2.85 3.43 2.17
96 3 2.43 1.89 3.4 3.54 4.43 2.5
97 3 0.29 0.22 0.4 4.31 4.86 3.67
98 4 1.64 1.22 2.4 3.54 4 3
99 3 1.76 1.07 3 3.77 4.43 3
100 3 1.5 1.33 1.8 3.92 4.57 3.17
101 4 2.14 2.11 2.2 3.15 3.57 2.67
102 5 1.5 1.67 1.2 4.31 4.14 4.5
103 4 1.43 1 2.2 3.69 5 2.17
104 4 1.29 0.44 2.8 3.54 4.71 2.17
105 5 2.29 1.89 3 5 5 5
102
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Part# PSH PCLAIM PBEH PTEOSQ PTASK PEGO PSHB
53 1.21 0.78 2 3.15 4.57 1.5 0.25
54 0.57 0.67 0.4 3.92 4 3.83 0.25
55 2 1.89 2.2 3.31 3.71 2.83 1
56 2.14 2 2.4 3.38 3.57 3.17 1
57 2.43 2.44 2.4 4.23 5 3.33 0.5
58 2.43 2.33 2.6 4.31 4.14 4.5 0
59 0.86 0.78 1 4.08 3.86 4.33 0
60 1.43 1.22 1.8 3.72 4.33 3 0.75
61 1.71 1.78 1.6 4.08 4.14 4 1.5
62 0.64 0.44 1 3.15 4.14 2 0
63 1 1.11 0.8 3.31 4 2.5 0
64 2.21 2.33 2 3.92 3.29 4.67 2.5
65 1.36 0.89 2.2 3.38 3.29 3.5 1.25
66 0.71 0.33 1.4 3.15 3.86 2.33 0
67 1.36 1.11 1.8 4.08 4.71 3.33 1.25
68 1.57 1.44 1.8 3.23 3.71 2.67 2
69 1.71 2.44 0.4 3.54 4 3 1
70 0.86 0.67 1.2 4.54 5 4 0.75
71 0.5 0.56 0.4 3.85 4.57 3 0
72 1.43 1.11 2 2.92 2.71 3.17 0.5
73 2 2 2 3.77 4.14 3.33 1.5
75 3 2.78 3.4 4.08 4.71 3.33 1.75
76 0.5 0.22 1 3.77 4 3.5 0.75
77 1.44 1.33 1.64 3.92 4.43 3.33 1.25
78 1.14 1.44 0.6 3.92 4.43 3.33 0.75
79 1.14 1.22 1 3.38 4.57 2 1
80 1.21 1.11 1.4 3.92 4.86 2.83 0.25
81 1.79 1.22 2.8 3.92 4 3.83 2.25
82 1.57 1 2.6 4.15 4.57 3.67 0
83 2.29 2 2.8 3.23 3.57 2.83 2
84 2.36 2.44 2.2 3.31 2.71 4 1.75
85 0.79 0.33 1.6 3.62 5 2 0.75
87 2 2.11 1.8 4.23 4.43 4 2.25
88 0.93 0.67 1.4 4.08 4.57 3.5 0.25
89 3.36 3.67 2.8 4.54 4.57 4.5 1.25
90 1.86 1.67 2.2 3.38 3.71 3 1.5
91 1.86 1.56 2.4 3.92 4.14 3.67 1.5
92 0.5 0.56 0.4 3.69 4.14 3.17 0
93 0.74 0.56 1.06 3.38 3 3.83 0.75
95 0.93 0.78 1.2 4.15 4.71 3.5 0.75
96 1.38 1 2.06 3.31 4 2.5 1
97 0.14 0 0.4 4.23 5 3.33 0
98 1.64 1.78 1.4 2.85 3.14 2.5 0
99 0.43 0.33 0.6 3.69 4 3.33 0
100 1.57 1.78 1.2 4.31 4.86 3.67 1
101 1.21 1.33 1 3.46 3.43 3.5 1
102 2.07 2.11 2 4.46 4 5 2.25
103 0.57 0.33 1 3.62 5 2 1
104 0.5 0.78 0 3.62 4.86 2.17 0
105 2.14 2 2.4 4.54 5 4 0
103
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Part# Teams Sex Age AgeGrp Team YrsSccr School
106 3 1 15 3 4 1
107 2 1 15 3 11 1
108 2 17 4 12 1
109 2 16 3 11 1
110 3 1 16 3 5 1
111 2 1 16 3 10 1
112 2 1 15 3 4 1
113 4 1 16 4 9 1
114 2 14 1 10 1
115 2 13 6 9 1
116 3 13 6 6 1
117 2 1 13 6 8 1
118 2 1 13 6 9 1
119 2 13 6 9 1
120 3 1 14 1 9 1
121 2 1 13 1 7 1
122 2 1 13 6 8 1
123 2 1 14 1 9 1
125 3 1 13 6 9 1
126 1 1 12 6 7
127 2 1 12 6 9 1
128 2 14 1 9 1
130 3 1 13 6 10 1
131 1 1 13 6 7
132 2 2 15 2 9 1
133 2 2 15 2 11 1
135 2 2 15 2 11
136 2 2 15 3 12 1
137 3 2 15 3 10 1
138 1 2 14 2 6
139 2 2 14 2 8 1
140 4 2 15 2 10 1
141 2 2 15 2 8 1
142 4 2 15 2 1
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Part# Town Indoor ODPorClub SuperY Other OthrSprts Basketball




110 1 1 0
111 1 2 3
112 1 3 5
113 1 1 2 7
114 1 1 2
115 1 2 6
116 1 1 1
117 1 1 4
118 1 1 1
119 1 2 3
120 1 1 2
121 1 0
122 1 2 4
123 1 2




130 1 1 2 3
131 1 3 2
132 1 1 7
133 1 2
135 1 1 3 12
136 1 0
137 1 1 2 7
138 1 0
139 1 1
140 1 1 1 3 9
141 1 2 8
142 1 1 1 0
105
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Part# Surfing timateFrisb Biking Volleyball Brothers Sisters Birth Order
106 1 0 1
107 0 1 1
108 1 1 2
109 10 0 1 1
110 2 3 3
111 2 0 3
112 3 2 0 1
113 0 2 3
114 0 0 4
115 0 1 1
116 1 1 3
117 0 1 1
118 1 0 1
119 0 1 2
120 1 0 2
121 0 1 1
122 1 1 1
123 1 1
125 3 1 1 3
126 1 1 3
127 1 0 1
128 1 0 2
130 2 3 3
131 0 2 1
132 0 1 2
133 0 0 4
135 1 1 3
136 0 1 1
137 1 1 2
138 2 2 3
139 0 0 4
140 0 2 1
141 3 2 3
142 0 1 1
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Part# Parlnv InvParents Watch IsOneParMMorelnvPai AthlAbil ASH1
106 5 2 4 2 3 2
107 2 1 5 1 1 2 1
108 4 3 4 1 2 3 3
109 5 1 5 2 3 0
110 4 1 5 1 2 3 1
111 5 4 1 2 3 1
112 4 1 5 2 3 0
113 4 1 4 1 1 3 1
114 3 1 3 2 3 1
115 4 1 5 1 1 3 3
116 3 1 4 1 2 3 2
117 4 1 4 1 1 3 2
118 5 1 4 2 3 4
119 5 1 5 2 3 2
120 2 1 4 2 2 2
121 3 1 4 1 1 2 1
122 5 1 4 1 1 2 0
123 3 4 1 1 3 3
125 4 1 4 1 2 3 1
126 5 1 5 1 1 3 0
127 3 5 2 3 1
128 2 4 2 2 1
130 4 5 2 3 1
131 4 1 5 1 2 3 0
132 1 4 2 3 2
133 5 1 5 2 3 4
135 5 5 1 1 3 2
136 4 5 1 2 3 0
137 4 4 1 1 3 3
138 3 1 5 1 1 2 2
139 5 1 5 1 2 3 4
140 3 11 4 2 3 3
141 3 1 5 1 1 3 1
142 5 8 5 2 3 3
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Part# ASH3 ASH6 ASH9 ASH 10 ASH 11 ASH 12 ASH 13
106 2 4 4 3 3 3 3
107 3 0 3 4 1 3 1
108 0 0 0 3 3 2 3
109 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
110 3 0 3 5 3 1 0
111 0 1 4 2 3 3 4
112 0 0 3 1 4 2 1
113 2 0 3 5 5 1 3
114 1 1 1 3 3 3 1
115 2 0 3 2 1 0 1
116 2 1 5 2 2 2 1
117 1 1 4 4 3 0 4
118 4 5 0 0 3 0 0
119 1 5 0 0 1 0 3
120 2 1 5 4 4 2 1
121 3 0 3 3 2 2 2
122 1 0 2 2 2 2 0
123 3 0 ' 5 3 3 2 5
125 0 3 0 0 3 4 2
126 1 3 4 2 3 3 1
127 0 0 1 1 3 0 0
128 3 1 1 3 1 1 3
130 0 1 3 3 1 3 5
131 1 0 0 3 3 3
132 1 0 2 3 2 1 3
133 0 0 0 0 2 1 1
135 3 0 2 3 4 1 2
136 0 0 0 2 1 1 0
137 0 0 5 0 5 5 0
138 0 0 1 0 3 0 0
139 1 0 5 5 4 5 1
140 2 2 2 3 2 2 0
141 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
142 1 0 4 3 3 2 2
110
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Part# ASH 14 ASH2 ASH4 ASH5 ASH7 ASH8 ATEOSQ2
106 3 5 2 1 5 5 5
107 1 2 0 3 3 3 3
108 0 4 0 3 4 5 5
109 0 4 2 5 3 2 5
110 4 4 1 1 2 3 3
111 2 1 0 4 3 4 5
112 2 2 0 2 5 5 4
113 2 4 0 5 5 5 4
114 1 3 0 5 3 3 5
115 0 3 0 5 0 3 3
116 1 3 1 4 4 3 4
117 4 4 1 4 4 4 4
118 0 3 0 4 0 0 4
119 0 2 0 1 0 0 5
120 5 3 1 1 3 1 5
121 4 2 0.86 1 3 3 4
122 3 3 2 5 2 5 3
123 5 5 2 5 5 5 4
125 1 1 0 3 0 0 5
126 1 2 1 2 1 5 5
127 0 0 1 3 5 4 4
128 1 3 0 0 3 3 3
130 2 3 1 5 5 4 3
131 0 4 2 1 2 0 4
132 0 3 1 4 0 2 5
133 0 3 1 0 3 5 4
135 3 2 3 4 3 1 4
136 0 4 0 1 1 1 5
137 0 1 5 0 0 3 5
138 0 3 1 3 3 3 5
139 5 4 4 5 5 5 5
140 1 4 2 4 4 4 5
141 0 4 1 3 1 4 4
142 1 4 2 2 2 0 3
111
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Part# ATEOSQ5 ATEOSQ7 ATEOSQ8 ATEOSQ1CMEOSQ12ATEOSQ1C ATEOSQ1
106 5 5 3 5 3 4 2
107 5 4 4 4 4 5 2
108 5 5 5 4 4 5 4
109 4 4 3 5 4 4 3
110 3 5 5 3 3 5 1
111 4 4 5 5 4 4 4
112 4 5 5 4 4 5 4
113 5 5 5 3 4 5 4
114 4 3 4 4 3 5 3
115 5 4 4 4 3 5 2
116 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
117 4 4 3 4 3 4 3
118 5 5 5 5 3 5 5
119 4 5 5 5 5 5 4
120 4 5 5 5 5 5 2
121 2 5 4 4 4 5 3
122 5 5 4 4 1 4 4
123 4 4 4 3 4 4 4
125 5 1 5 4 4 5 2
126 3 5 5 4 5 4 4
127 4 5 5 3 4 5 3
128 4 4 4 4 4 5 4
130 4 3 4 3 3 5 4
131 3 4 5 4 4 5 3
132 5 5 5 4 3 3 4
133 3 4 4 4 3 4 3
135 3 4 5 3 3 4 3
136 4 5 5 5 4 5 4
137 5 5 5 5 5 5 1
138 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
139 4 5 5 2 4 4 3
140 4 5 5 5 5 5 3
141 4 4 4 4 3 3 2
142 3 4 4 4 3 5 3
112
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Part# ATEOSQ3 ATEOSQ4 ATEOSQ6 ATEOSQ9 ATEOSQ11 PSH1 PSH3
106 5 3 5 5 3 5 1
107 1 1 1 3 2 4 1
108 4 4 2 4 4 3 0
109 4 4 2 3 1 0 0
110 2 1 4 3 2 0 1
111 3 3 1 3 2 1 1
112 2 2 3 4 2 3 4
113 4 4 3 2 2 1 3
114 4 3 3 4 3 3 4
115 2 2 2 5 4 1 0
116 4 4 4 4 4 1 1
117 4 3 3 4 5 1 3
118 5 2 2 5 3 3 3
119 3 2 3 3 4 3 1
120 3 2 3 5 4 3 1
121 3 4 5 3.29 1 4 3
122 3 3 3 3 3 0 2
123 4 4 4 2 4 1 3
125 3 3 1 3 1 2 2
126 3 4 4 4 4 2 1
127 3 4 1 4 3 0 0
128 4 2 3 3 2 2 3
130 4 4 3 2 3 1 1
131 3 3 4 4 4 0 2
132 4 4 5 5 4 1 0
133 4 4 3 4 5 3 0
135 4 5 2 3 4 2 0
136 4 3 3 3 5 0 0
137 5 5 5 5 5 3 3
138 3 3 2 2 2 1 0
139 3 3 5 3 5 3 0
140 4 3 3 4 4 3 2
141 2 1 1 2 1 1 1
142 1 3 2 4 4 2 1
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Part# PSH6 PSH9 PSH10 PSH11 PSH12 PSH13 PSH14
106 2 2 3 5 3 2 2
107 0 2 3 1 1 5 2
108 0 0 3 3 2 2 2
109 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
110 0 0 3 0 0 0 1
111 0 1 3 1 1 1 1
112 0 0 1.83 2 1 1 1
113 1 3 1 1 1 2 1
114 2 2 1 4 3 2 3
115 1 0 0 0 0 2 0
116 1 1 1 1 3 1 1
117 2 3 1 1 3 3 2
118 2 4 3 2 3 2 3
119 1 4 3 2 3 2 3
120 0 3 2 1 1 0 2
121 4 3 4 3 3 4 4
122 0 5 4 3 4 0 4
123 0 3 1.83 1 3 0 4
125 0 3 3 3 5 2 2
126 4 2 1 1 3 1 1
127 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
128 4 0 0 1 3 1 0
130 1.23 4 3 3 1 1 2
131 0 0 3 1 1 2 2
132 0 3 3 1 1 0 0
133 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
135 2 2 0 0 3 2 2
136 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
137 0 0 2 1 5 3 0
138 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
139 5 4 3 3 4 5 2
140 4 4 5 3 4 2 2
141 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
142 0 1 2 3 2 2 1
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Part# PSH2 PSH4 PSH5 PSH7 PSH8 PSHB1 PSHB2
106 1 2 2 2 2 4 4
107 4 1 2 1 2 1 0
108 1 0 2 3 3 3 3
109 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
110 0 2 0 0 2 0 0
111 1 0 1 2 3 1 1
112 3 0 1 2 5 0 0
113 0 0 1 2 5 0 0
114 3 4 3 3 3 1 1
115 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
116 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
117 5 2 5 4 5 4 2
118 5 0 4 2 3 2 2
119 4 0 3 2 3 1 1
120 2 1 1 3 3 3 3
121 4 3 0 3 3 4 3
122 2 0 3 4 4 3 0
123 3 0 3 3 5 4 0
125 3 2 4 0 0 3 2
126 1 1 4 1 5 1 2
127 0 0 1 5 3 1 2
128 1 0 0 1 2 1 3
130 0 0 0 2 3 1 1
131 2 2 4 0 0 0 0
132 1 4 3 1 2 1 2
133 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
135 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
136 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
137 3 2 3 0 0 2 4
138 0 2 1 0 5 0 5
139 0 2 4 5 5 4 3
140 3 2 1 4 4 2 2
141 2 0 2 1 1 0 0
142 3 1 1 0 0 3 0
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Part# PSHB3 PSHB4 PTEOSQ2 PTEOSQ5 PTEOSQ7 PTEOSQ8 PTEOSQ1C
106 2 2 3 5 5 3 3
107 0 3 4 4 4 4 4
108 3 2 5 4 5 5 5
109 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
110 1 0 5 4 5 5 4
111 1 0 4 4 5 5 5
112 0 1 4 4 5 5 4
113 1 0 4 4 5 5 4
114 1 1 3 3 4 4 3
115 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
116 1 1 4 4 4 3 4
117 3 1 3 3 3 4 4
118 3 1 5 4 5 5 3
119 4 0 5 5 5 5 5
120 1 1 5 4 5 5 4
121 3 4 2 3 4 3 3
122 0 1 5 5 5 5 5
123 0 0 4 5 5 5 5
125 2 3 3 3 4 4 3
126 4 1 3 3 4 4 3
127 0 0 4 4 5 5 5
128 3 1 2 5 5 5 4
130 0 1 3 3 4 5 3
131 0 0 4 4 5 5 5
132 1 1 4 5 5 5 4
133 1 0 3 3 3 4 3
135 3 2 4 4 3 5 5
136 0 0 5 5 5 5 5
137 5 4 3 4.06 4 3 5
138 2 0 4 4 4 3 4
139 5 2 5 5 4.32 4 3
140 1 1 4 3 4 5 3
141 0 0 4 4 4 4 4
142 0 1 4 5 4 4 5
116
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Part# PTEOSQ15PTEOSQ15 PTEOSQ1 PTEOSQ3 PTEOSQ4 PTEOSQ6 PTEOSQ9
106 5 3 3 3 3 3 5
107 4 5 4 4 3 4 4
108 4 5 4 4 4 3 4
109 4 4 1 5 1 1 3
110 4 5 3 2 3 3 2
111 4 4 2 4 3 3 3
112 4 4 4 4 3 3 3
113 4 5 4 3 3 2 1
114 4 5 4 3 3 1 4
115 4 4 2 2 2 2 2
116 4 4 3 3 3 3 3
117 3 2 3 4 4 4 3
118 5 5 5 5 5 3 5
119 5 5 5 3 2 3 2
120 4 3 4 4 4 4 5
121 3 4 3 3 4 2 2
122 5 5 3 4 2 4 5
123 5 5 3 3 4 4 4
125 3 5 2 3 3 3 4
126 3 4 4 3 4 4 3
127 4 5 3 3 2 2 4
128 5 5 4 4 2 4 4
130 3 5 3 4 3 3 2
131 4 5 4 4 3 2 5
132 4 4 3 3 4 3 2
133 3 4 3 3 3 3 4
135 4 5 4 4 3 2 3
136 4 5 2 4 3 3 3
137 5 5 4 5 4 2 5
138 3 3 2 3 3 2 2
139 4 4 5 5 5 5 4
140 5 4 4 5 4 4 3
141 3 4 1 2 1 1 1
142 5 5 2 2 3 3 5
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Part# PTEOSQ11 ASH ACLAIM ABEH ATEOSQ ATASK AEGO
106 3 3.21 3 3.6 4.08 4.29 3.83
107 5 2 1.89 2.2 3 4.14 1.67
108 5 2.14 1.56 3.2 4.23 4.71 3.67
109 1 1.14 0 3.2 3.54 4.14 2.83
110 2 2.21 2.22 2.2 3.08 3.86 2.17
111 4 2.29 2.22 2.4 3.62 4.43 2.67
112 4 1.93 1.44 2.8 3.69 4.43 2.83
113 3 2.93 2.44 3.8 3.85 4.43 3.17
114 3 2.07 1.67 2.8 3.69 4 3.33
115 2 1.64 1.33 2.2 3.46 4 2.83
116 3 2.36 2 3 4 4 4
117 3 2.86 2.56 3.4 3.69 3.71 3.67
118 5 1.64 1.78 1.4 4.15 4.57 3.67
119 3 1.07 1.33 0.6 4.08 4.86 3.17
120 2 2.5 2.89 1.8 4.08 4.86 3.17
121 4 2.13 2.22 1.97 3.64 4 3.22
122 3 2.07 1.33 3.4 3.46 3.71 3.17
123 3 3.64 3.22 4.4 3.77 3.86 3.67
125 4 1.29 1.56 0.8 3.23 4.14 2.17
126 4 2.07 2 2.2 4.15 4.43 3.83
127 4 1.36 0.67 2.6 3.69 4.29 3
128 3 1.71 1.67 1.8 3.54 4 3
130 3 2.64 2.11 3.6 3.46 3.57 3.33
131 4 1.43 1.22 1.8 3.85 4.14 3.5
132 3 1.71 1.56 2 4.31 4.29 4.33
133 4 1.43 0.89 2.4 3.77 3.71 3.83
135 3 2.36 2.22 2.6 3.62 3.71 3.5
136 5 0.79 0.44 1.4 4.23 4.71 3.67
137 4 1.93 2 1.8 4.69 5 4.33
138 2 1.36 0.67 2.6 3.38 4.14 2.5
139 3 3.79 3.33 4.6 3.92 4.14 3.67
140 4 2.5 1.89 3.6 4.23 4.86 3.5
141 1 1.29 0.56 2.6 2.69 3.71 1.5
142 4 2.07 2.11 2 3.31 3.71 2.83
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Part# PSH PCLAIM PBEH PTEOSQ PTASK PEGO PSHB
106 2.43 2.78 1.8 3.62 3.86 3.33 3
107 2.07 2.11 2 4.08 4.14 4 1
108 1.71 1.67 1.8 4.38 4.71 4 2.75
109 0.14 0 0.4 3.08 4 2 0
110 0.64 0.56 0.8 3.62 4.57 2.5 0.25
111 1.21 1.11 1.4 3.85 4.43 3.17 0.75
112 1.77 1.54 2.2 3.92 4.29 3.5 0.25
113 1.57 1.56 1.6 3.62 4.43 2.67 0.25
114 2.86 2.67 3.2 3.38 3.71 3 1
115 0.43 0.44 0.4 3.08 4 2 0
116 1.14 1.22 1 3.46 3.86 3 1.25
117 2.86 2.11 4.2 3.31 3.14 3.5 2.5
118 2.79 2.78 2.8 4.62 4.57 4.67 2
119 2.43 2.44 2.4 4.08 5 3 1.5
120 1.64 1.44 2 4.08 4.29 3.83 2
121 3.21 3.56 2.6 3.08 3.14 3 3.5
122 2.5 2.44 2.6 4.31 5 3.5 1
123 2.2 1.87 2.8 4.23 4.86 3.5 1
125 2.21 2.44 1.8 3.38 3.57 3.17 2.5
126 2 1.78 2.4 3.54 3.43 3.67 2
127 0.79 0.22 1.8 3.85 4.57 3 0.75
128 1.29 1.56 0.8 4 4.43 3.5 2
130 1.59 1.91 1 3.38 3.71 3 0.75
131 1.36 1.22 1.6 4.15 4.57 3.67 0
132 1.43 1 2.2 3.77 4.43 3 1.25
133 0.57 0.67 0.4 3.31 3.29 3.33 0.25
135 1.07 1.44 0.4 3.77 4.29 3.17 1.25
136 0.29 0.11 0.6 4.15 4.86 3.33 0
137 1.79 1.89 1.6 4.08 4.15 4 3.75
138 1 0.67 1.6 3 3.57 2.33 1.75
139 3.21 3.22 3.2 4.33 4.19 4.5 3.5
140 3.07 3.22 2.8 4 4 4 1.5
141 0.79 0.56 1.2 2.62 3.86 1.17 0
142 1.36 1.56 1 3.92 4.57 3.17 1
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